86TH CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { Report 
1st Session No. 729 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION, FISCAL 
YEAR, 1960 


Juxy 29, 1959.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Vinson, from the committee of conference, submitted the 
following 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 5674] 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 5674) to 
authorize certain construction at military installations, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend- 
ment insert the following: 


TITLE I 


_ Sec. 101. The Secretary of the Army may establish or develop military 
installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, re- 
habilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, in- 


cluding site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, for 
the following projects: 


Instpe THe Unirep STares 
TECHNICAL SERVICES FACILITIES 
(Ordnance Corps) 


Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland: Training facilities and troop 
housing, $785,000. 


Letterkenny Ordnance Depot, Pennsylvania: Maintenance facilities, 
$454,000. 
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Redstone Arsenal, Alabama: Operational facilities, research, develop- 
ment, and test facilities, medical facilities, troop housing, and utilities, 
$5,292,600. 

Savanna Ordnance Depot, Illinois: Supply facilities, $1,160,000. 


(Quartermaster Corps) 


Fort Lee, Virginia: Training facilities and troop housing, $414,000. 
Columbus General Depot, Ohio: Utilities, $2,783,000. 


(Chemical Corps) 


Fort Detrick, Maryland: Research, development, and test facilities, 
$270,000. 

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah: Research, development, and test fa- 
cilities, operational facilities, and utilities, $582,000. 


(Signal Corps) 


Fort Huachuca, Arizona: Operational facilities, research, development, 
and test facilities, and utilities, $3,230,000. 


(Corps of Engineers) 


Fort Belvoir, Virginia: Operational facilities, medical facilities, re- 
search, development, and test facilities, and utilities, $1,376,000. 


(Transportation Corps) 


Fort Eustis, Virginia: Hospital and medical facilities, $4,285,500. 
Charleston Transportation Depot, South Carolina: Family housing, 
$190,000. 
(Medical Corps) 


Fitzsimons Army Hospital, Colorado: Medical facilities and utilities, 
$188,000. 
FIELD FORCES FACILITIES 


(First Army Area) 


Fort Devens, Massachusetts: Training facilities, $59,000. 
Fort Diz, New Jersey: Training facilities, $64,000. 


(Second Army Area) 


A. P. Hill Military Reservation, Virginia: Training facilities, $229,000. 
Fort Knox, Kentucky: Training facilities, maintenance facilities, 
supply facilities, and community facilities, $2,541,000. 
Fort Meade, Maryland: Training facilities, medical facilities, and 
utilities, $2,530,000. 
(Third Army Area) 


Fort Benning, Georgia: Training facilities and maintenance facilities, 
$1,090,000. 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina: Operational facilities, maintenance 
facilities, and community facilities, $1,228,000. 
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Fort Campbell, Kentucky: Utilities, $2,300,000. 

Fort Rucker, Alabama: Operational and training facilities, and supply 
facilities, $2,636,000. 

Fort Stewart, Georgia: Training facilities, $238,000. 


(Fourth Army Area) 


Fort Bliss, Texas: Operational and training facilities, troop housing, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, administrative facilities, and 
utilities, $7,260,000. 

Fort Sam Houston, Texas: Operational and training facilities and 
maintenance facilities, $840,000. 

Fort Sill, Oklahoma: Operational and training facilities and mainte- 
nance facilities, $5,337,000. 


(Fifth Army Area) 


Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: Utilities, $160,000. 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri: Operational facilities, medical facilities 
and utilities, $553,000. 
Army Support Center, St. Louis, Missouri: Administrative facilities, 
$261,000. 
(Sizth Army Area) 


Presidio of San Francisco, California: Utilities, $218,000. 
(United States Military Academy) 
United States Military Academy, West Point, New York: Family 


housing and utilities, $6,303,000. 


(Alaska Command Area) 


Fort Greely: Family housing and community facilities, $2,395,000. 
Fort Richardson: Training facilities, $321,000. 


(Tactical Installations and Support Facilities) 


Various locations: Family housing, $1,646,000. 

Various locations: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, sup- 
ply facilities, medical facilities, administrative facilities, troop housing, 
community facilities and utilities, $13,194,000. 


Oursipe THE Unirep STarTes 
(Pacific Command Area) 


Helemano, Hawaii: Real estate, $90,000. 

Schofield Barracks, Hawaii: Training facilities and community 
facilities, $1,259,000. 

Camp Buckner, Okinawa: Training facilities, $217,000. 

Pacific Scatter System: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities. 
troop housing, and utilities, $3,104,000. 
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(Caribbean Command Area) 
Fort Kobbe, Canal Zone: Training facilities, $228,000. 


(European Command Area) 


France: Training facilities, $140,000. 

Cornea: Operational and training facilities, maintenance facilities, 
supply facilities, community facilities, and utilities, $10,338,000. 

Italy: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, 
community facilities, troop housing and utilities, $1,973,000. 


(Army Security Agency) 


Various locations: Administrative facilities, operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, troop housing, medical facilities, supply facilities, 
community facilities, family housing, and utilities, $5,573,000. 


(Strategic Army Communications ) 


Various locations: Operational facilities, community facilities, and 
utilities, $1,288,000. 

Sec. 102. The Secretary of the Army may establish or develop classified 
military installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, 
rehabilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, in- 

cluding land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and 
equipment, in the total amount of $81,830,000. 

Sec. 108. (a) The Secretary of the Army may establish or develop 
Army installations and facilities by proceeding with construction made 
necessory by changes in Army missions, new weapons developments, new 
and unforeseen research and development requirements, or improved pro- 
duction schedules, if the Secretary of Defense determines that deferral of 
such construction for inclusion in the next military construction authori za- 
tion Act would be inconsistent with interests of national security, and in 
connection therewith to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, including land acquisition, site 
preparation, appurtenances, utilities. and equipment, in the totol amount 
of $10,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary of the Army, or his desig- 
nee, shall notify the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives immediately upon reaching a final decision to 
implement, of the cost of construction of any public work undertaken under 
this section, including those real estate actions pertaining thereto. This 
authorization will ea pire as of September 30, 1960, except for those public 
works projects concerning which the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives have been notified pursuant to this 
section prior to that date. 

(6) Section 108 of the Act of August 20, 1958 (72 Stat. 686, 638) is 
hereby repealed except for those public works projects thereunder concern- 
ing which the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives have been. notified prior to the date of enactment of this Act. 

Szc. 104. (a) In accordance with the provisions of section 407 of the 
Act of September 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1119, 1125), as amended, the Secre- 
tary of the Army is authorized to construct, or acquire by lease or other- 
wise, family housing for occupancy as public quarters and community 
facilities at the following locations by utilizing foreign currencies ac- 
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quired pursuant to the provisions of the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 454) or through other commodity 
transactions of the Commodity Credit Corporation: 

Various locations, France, 400 units. 

Army Security Agency, location 12, 157 units and community facilities. 

(b) In accordance with the provisions of title IV of the Housiny Amend- 
ments of 1955 (69 Stat. 646), as amended, the Secretary of the Army is 
authorized to construct family housing for occupancy as public quarters 
at the following locations: 


Insipe roe Unirep Srares 


ARADCOM Tac Sites, 575 units. 

Fort Huachuca, Arizona, 200 units. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia, 223 units. 

Fort Diz, New Jersey, 200 units. 

Fort Ritchie, Maryland, 27 units. 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina, 367 units. 
Fort Bliss, Texas, 1,000 units. 

Fort Hood, Texas, 800 units. 

Fort Riley, Kansas, 867 units. 

Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, 800 units. 
Camp Irwin, California, 140 units. 
Fort Ord, California, 500 units. 

Fort Knox, Kentucky, 350 units. 

Fort Devens, Massachusetts, 1,200 units. 


Ovursipe THE Unirep Srares 


Camp Losey, Puerto Rico, 150 units. 

Sec. 105. (a) Public Law 85-241, as amended, is amended under the 
heading “ConrtinenraL Unirep Srares’’, in section 101, as follows: 

(1) Under the subheading “recunicaL services FAciLiries (Ord- 
nance Corps)’’, with respect to Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, 
strike out “$2,288,000” and insert in place thereof ‘$2,613,000"’. 

(2) Under the subheading “TECHNICAL SERVICES FACILITIES (Quar- 
termaster Corps)’’, with respect to New Cumberland General Depot, 
Pennsylvania, strike out “$464,000” and insert in place thereof 
$597,000”. 

(3) Under the subheading “recHNICAL sERvVICES FACILITIES (Signal 
Corps)”, with respect to Fort Huachuca, Arizona, strike out “$1,936,000” 
and insert in place thereof ‘$2,276 ,000"’. 

(4) Under the subheading “rizxp Forces Facixities (Fifth Army 
Area)”, with respect to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, strike out 
“$4,663,000” and insert in place thereof ‘$5,051 ,000”’. 

(6) Public Law 85-241, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (1) of section 502 the amounts “$116,915,000” and “$294,394 ,000” 
and inserting in place thereof ‘$118,101,000” and ‘$295,580,000”, 


respectively. 
m TITLE II 


Sec. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may establish or develop military 
installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, re- 
habilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, including 


59015°--59 H. Rept., 86-1, vol. 5 28 
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site preparation, appurtenances, utilities and equipment for the following 
projects: 
Insipe tHe Unirep Srares 


SHIPYARD FACILITIES 


Naval Shipyard, Boston, Massachusetts: Maintenance facilities, 
$1,422,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Brooklyn, New York: Maintenance facilities, 
$365 ,000. 

David Taylor Model Basin, Carderock, Maryland: Research, de- 
velopment, and test facilities, $318,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California: Subsidence protective 
measures, $500,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut: Troop housing, 
utilities, and real estate, $3,146,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, New Hampshire: Operational facilities, 
and maintenance and production facilities, $3,497,000. 


FLEET BASE FACILITIES 


Naval Station, Newport, Rhode Island: Operational facilities, 
$7,353,000. 
Naval Station, Treasure Island, California: Utilities, $701,000, 


AVIATION FACILITIES 
(Naval Air Training Stations) 


Naval Auriliary Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi: Operational 
and training facilities, supply facilities, and administrative facilities; 
and, at Outlying Landing Field, Bravo, operational and training facilities, 
utilities and ground improvements, and real estate, $5,147,000. 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida: Community facilities, $400,- 
000. 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Whiting Field, Florida: Operational and 
training facilities, and real estate, $2,811,000. 


(Fleet Support Air Stations) 


Naval Air Station, Lemoore, California: Operational and training 
facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, hospital and medical 
facilities, administrative facilities, troop housing, community facilities, 
and utilities and ground improvements, $26,584,250. 

Naval Air Station, Miramar, California: Operational facilities, 
$305,000. 

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia: Operational facilities, $336,000. 


(Marine Corps Air Station) 


Marine Corps Auxiliary Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina: 
Operational facilities, $51,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California: Operational facilities, 
$48,000. 

Marine Corps Air Facility, Santa Ana, California: Troop housing, 
$2,216,000. 
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Marine Corps Auxiliary Air Station, Yuma, Arizona: Operational and 
training facilities, maintenance facilities, and troop housing, $3,851,000. 


(Special Purpose Air Stations) 


Naval Air Facility, Towers Field, Andrews Air Force Base, Camp 
Springs, Maryland: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, and 
troop housing, $1,051,000. 

Naval Air Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey: Utilities, $726,000. 

Naval Air Station, Patuzrent River, Maryland: Research, development, 
and test facilities, $1,050,000. 

Naval Air Material Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Research, 
development, and test facilities, $333,000. 

Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu, California: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, research, development, and test facilities, supply 
facilities, medical facilities, administrative facilities, troop housing, com- 
munity facilities, and utilities and ground improvements; at Point 
Arguello, maintenance facilities, research, development, and test facilities, 
ammunition storage facilities, troop housing, community facilities, and 
utilities and ground improvements; and, at various Pacific islands, oper- 
ational facilities, research, development, and test facilities, and troop 
housing, $30,000,000. 

SUPPLY FACILITIES 


Naval Supply Depot, Bayonne, New Jersey: Administrative facilities, 
$123,000. 

Military Medical Supply Agency, Brooklyn, New York: Administra- 
tive facilities, $113,000. 

Naval Supply Depot, San Diego, California: Administrative facilities, 


$100,000. 
MARINE CORPS FACILITIES 


Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, California: Utilities, $432,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina: Operational and 
training facilities, and ammunition storage facilities, $328,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, California: Operational and 
training facilities, ammunition storage facilities, and utilities, $1,137,000. 


ORDNANCE FACILITIES 


Naval Propellant Plant, Indian Head, Maryland: Research, develop- 
ment, and test facilities, $972,000. 


SERVICE SCHOOL FACILITIES 


Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland: Utilities, $1,025,000. 

Naval Communication Training Center, Corry Field, Florida: Op- 
erational and training facilities, $1,000,000. 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois: Troop housing and 
utilities, $4,712,000. 

Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia: Real estate, $81,000. 

Naval Training Center, San Diego, California: Utilities, $144,000. 
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MEDICAL FACILITIES 


Naval Medical Research Laboratory, New London, Connecticut: 
Medical research facilities, $75,000. 


COMMUNICATION FACILITIES 


Naval Radio Station, Buskin Lake, Kodiak, Alaska: Operational 
facilites, $84,000. 

Naval Security Group Activity, Cape Chiniak, Alaska: Operational 
facilities, $40,000. 

Naval Communication Station, Norfolk, Virginia: Operational fa- 
cilities, $1,781,000. 

Naval Radio Research Station, Sugar Grove, West Virginia: Main- 
tenance facilities, medical facilities, administrative facilities, supply 
facilities, troop housing, community facilities, and utilities and ground 
umprovements, $3,957 ,000. 

aval Radio Station, Washington County, Maine: Operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, community facilities, 
administrative facilities, and ground improvemements, $3,179,000. 
; Naval Radvo Station, Winter Harbor, Maine: Troop housing, 
271,000. 


OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCH FACILITIES 


Naval Research Laboratory, District of Columbia: Research, develop- 
ment and test facilities, $1,591,000. 


Ovursipe THE Unirep Srates 
SHIPYARD FACILITIES 


Naval Ship Repair Facility, Guam, Mariana Islands: Operational 
facilities, $507,000. 
AVIATION FACILITIES 


Naval Station, Argentia, Canada: Troop housing and community 
facilities, $4,133,000. 

Naval Air Station, Atsugi, Japan: Operational facilities, $1,640,000. 

Naval Station, Bermuda: Troop housing, $295,000. 

Naval Air Station, Cubi Point, Luzon, Philippine Islands: Opera- 
tional facilities, $76,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Oahu, Territory of Hawaii: 
Operational facilities, $47,000. 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico: Operational facilities, 
hospital and medical facilities, troop housing, community facilities, and 
utilities and ground improvemements, $3,579,000. 

Naval Air Station, Rota, Spain: Operational facilities, $5,400,000. 


SUPPLY FACILITIES 


Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Oahu, Territory of Hawaii: 
Supply facilities, and administrative facilities, $4,796,000. 


COMMUNICATION FACILITIES 


Nava! Security Group Activity, Karamursel, Turkey: Utilities, 
$105,000. 
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Naval Radio Facility, Londonderry, North Ireland: Troop housing, 
$267,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Lualualei, Oahu, Territory of Hawaii: Utilities 
and ground improvements, $350,000. 

Naval Security Group Activity, Okinawa: Operational facilities, 
$2,038,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Sebana Seca, Puerto Rico: Utilities, $86,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Wahiawa, Oahu, Territory of Hawaii: Utilities 
and ground improvements, $274,000. 


YARDS AND DOCKS FACILITIES 


Public Works Center, Guam, Mariana Islands: Utilities and ground 
improvements, and real estate, $10,947,000. 

Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba: Utilities, $760,000. 

Sec. 202. The Secretary of the Navy may establish or develop classified 
naval installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, 
rehabilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, includ- 
ang land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and 
equipment, in the total amount of $18,495,000. 

Sec. 203. (a) The Secretary of the Navy may establish or develo 
Navy installations and facilities by proceeding with construction made 
necessary by changes in Navy missions, new weapons developments, new 
and unforeseen research and development requirements, or improved pro- 
duction schedules, if the Secretary of Defense determines that deferral of 
such construction for inclusion in the next military construction authori- 
zation Act would be inconsistent with interest of national security, and 
in connection thereunth to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, including land acquisition, site 
preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, in the total amount 
of $10,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy, or his desiqnee, 
shall notify the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives, immediately upon reaching a final decision to imple- 
ment, of the cost of construction of any public work undertaken under this 
section, including those real estate actions pertaining thereto. This au- 
thorization will expire as of September 30, 1960, except for those public 
works projects concerning which the Committees on Armed Services of 
the Senate and House of Representatives have been notified pursuant to 
this section prior to that date. 

(b) Section 203 of the Act of August 20, 1958 (72 Stat. 636, 646) is 
hereby repealed except for those public works projects thereunder concern- 
ing which the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives have been notified prior to the date of enactment of this Act. 

Src. 204. (a) In accordance with the provisions of section 407 of the 
Act of September 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1119, 1125), as amended, the Secretary 
of the Navy is authorized to construct, or acquire by lease or otherwise, 

amily housing for occupancy as public quarters and community facilities 

at the following locations by utilizing foreign currencies acquired pursu- 
ant to the provisions of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 454) or through other commodity transactions of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation: 

Naval Station, Bermuda, 100 units. 

(b) In accordance with the provisions of title IV of the Housing 
Amendments of 1955 (69 Stat. 646), as amended, the Secretary of the 
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Navy is authorized to construct family housing for occupancy as public 
quarters at the following locations: 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Charleston, South Carolina, 40 units. 

Naval Ordnance Test Station, China Lake, California, 500 units. 

Naval Auzxiliary Air Station, Fallon, Nevada, 106 units. 

Naval Air Station, Glynco, Georgia, 225 units. 

Naval Station, Key West, Florida, 500 units. 

Naval Air Station, Lemoore, California, 500 units. 

Naval Auziliary Air Station, Mayport, Florida, 40 units. 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, 820 units. 

Naval Auziliary Air Station, New Iberia, Lowisiana, 178 units. 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut, 500 units. 

Naval Station, Newport, Rhode Island, 600 units. 

Naval Mine Defense Laboratory, Panama City, Florida, 42 units. 

Marine Corps Schools, Quantico, Virginia, 450 units. 

Naval Radio Research Station, Sugar Grove, West Virginia, 142 units. 

Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, California, 150 units. 

Naval Ausiliary Air Station, Whiting Field, Florida, 229 units. 

Marine Corps Auailiary Air Station, Yuma, Arizona, 100 units. 

Sec. 205. (a) Public Law 534, Eighty-third Congress, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in section 202, ‘$72,785,000’, and inserting in 
place thereof ‘$72,935 ,000"’. 

(6) Public Law 534, Eighty-third Congress, as amended, is amended 
by striking out in clause (2) of section 502 the amounts “$72,785,000”, 
and “$212,833,000”’ , and inserting respectively in place thereof ‘‘$72,935,- 
000” and “$212,983 ,000"’. 

Sec. 206. (a) Public Law 968, Eighty-fourth Congress, as amended, 
is amended under the heading “Instpe rue Unirep Srares”’ in sec- 
tion 201, as follows: 

(1) Under the subheading “aviarion raciuities (Naval Air Training 
Stations)”, with respect to the Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee, 
by striking out “$511,000” and inserting in place thereof ‘$664,000’’. 

(2) Under the subheading “aviation raciztities (Marine Corps Air 
Stations)’ with respect to the Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, by striking out “$273,000” and inserting in place thereof 
“$330,000”’. 

(b) Public Law 968, Eighty-fourth Congress, as amended, is amended 
by striking out in clause (2) of section 402 the amounts ‘‘$312,004,000”’, 
and “$460,716,000” and inserting respectively in place thereof “$312,214,- 
000”, and “$460,926 ,000”’. 

Sec. 207. (a) Public Law 85-241, as amended, is amended under 
the heading “Insipr roe Unirep Srares”’ in section 201, as follows: 

(1) Under the subheading “aviation raciLirizs (Marine Corps Air 
Stations)’’, with respect to the Marine Corps Air Facility, New River, 
North Carolina, by striking out “$39,000” and inserting in place thereof 
$52,000’. 

(2) Under the subheading ‘““mArIneE corps FACILITIES”, with respect 
to the Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, California, by striking out 
$1,469,000” and inserting in place thereof “‘$1,596,000’’. 

(b) Public Law 85-241, as amended, is amended under the heading 
“Oursipe THE Unirep Srares” in section 201 as follows: 

Under the subheading “‘communicaTion FACILITIES” with respect to 
the Naval Security Group Activity, Istanbul, Turkey, by striking out 
“$130,000” and inserting in place thereof ‘‘$320,000”’. 
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(c) Public Law 85-241, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (2) of section 502 the amounts ‘$230,856,000”, “$48,199,000”, 
and “$337,611,000", and inserting respectively in place thereof 
“$230,496 ,000”, “$48,589,000”, and “*$837,941,000”. 


TITLE III 


Src. 801. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop 
military installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, convert- 
ing, rehabilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, 
including site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, for 
the following projects: 


Instpe THe Unirep Srares 
AIR DEFENSE COMMAND 


Duluth Municipal Airport, Duluth, Minnesota: Operational facilities 
maintenance facilities, and community facilities, $766,000. 

Geiger Field, Spokane, Washington: Maintenance facilities, $190,000. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, Grand Forks, North Dakota: Training 
facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, troop housing, and 
utilities, $2,309,000. 

Hamilton Air Force Base, San Rafael, California: Operational 
facilities, and maintenance facilities, $1,285,000. 

K. I. Sawyer Municipal Airport, Marquette, Michigan: Training 
facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, administrative 
facilities, community facilities, and troop housing, $2,779,000. 

Kingsley Field, Klamath Falls, Oregon: Operational facilities, main- 
tenance facilities, and real estate, $955,000. 

Kinross Air Force Base, Sault Sainte Marie, Michigan: Training 
facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and troop housing, 
$1,755,000. 

McChord Air Force Base, Tacoma, Washington: Maintenance 
facilities, and utilities, $523,000. 

Minot Air Force Base, Minot, North Dakota: Training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, troop housing, and utilities, 
$3,371,000. 

NORAD Headquarters, Colorado Springs Area, Colorado: Operational 
facilities, and real estate, $10,000,000. 

Otis Air Force Base, Falmouth, Massachusetts: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, and supply facilities, $1,234,000. 

Oxnard Air Force Base, Camarillo, California: Operational facilities, 
and real estate, $255,000. 

Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Kansas City, Missouri: Mainte- 
nance facilities, community facilities, and utilities, $866,000. 

Selfridge Air Force Base, Mount Clemens, Michigan: Maintenance 
facilities, $612,000. 

Suffolk County Air Force Base, Westhampton Beach, New York: 
Operational facilities, and real estate, $269,000. 

Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, Florida: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, troop housing, and utilities, 
$4,266,000. 
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ALASKAN AIR COMMAND 


Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska: Community facilities, and utilities, 
$1,181,000. 

Elmendorf Air Force Base, Alaska: Operational facilities, mainte- 
nance facilities, supply facilities, and utilities, $1,150,000. 

Galena Airport, Alaska: Ground improvements, $100,000. 

King Salmon Airport, Alaska: Supply facilities, and utilities, $1,- 
690,000. 

Ladd Air Force Base, Alaska: Maintenance facilities, $250,000. 

Various locations, Alaska: Operational and training facilities, com- 
munity facilities, and utilities, $16,510,000. 


AIR MATERIEL COMMAND 


Griffiss Air Force Base, Rome, New York: Maintenance facilities, and 
supply facilities, $676,000. 

Tilt Air Force Base, Ogden, Utah: Operational facilities, $341,000. 

Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas: Operational facilities, and 
utilities, $1,180,000. 

McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, California: Operational 
facilities, and supply facilities, $1,548,000. 

Olmsted Air es Base, Middletown, Pennsylvania: Operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, medical facilities, and 
community facilities, $2,676,000. 

Robins Air Force Base, Macon, Georgia: Supply facilities, and troop 
housing, $900,000. 

Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: Operational 
facilities, and maintenance facilities, $1,036,000. 

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton, Ohio: Research, develop- 
ment, and test facilities, and supply facilities, $12,000,000. 


AIR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COMMAND 


Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee: 
Research, development, and test facilities, and utilities, $5,690,000. 

Edwards Air Force Base, Muroc, Calrfornia: Research, development, 
and test facilities, and medical facilities, $787,000. 

Eglin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, and research, development, and test facilities, 
$833,000. 

Holloman Air Force Base, Alamogordo, New Mezxico: Research, 
development, and test facilities, and utilities, $909,000. 

Laurence G. Hanscom Field, Bedford, Massachusetts: Training 
facilities, and research, development, and test facilities, $1,962,000. 

Patrick Air Force Base, Cocoa, Florida: Operational facilities, 
research, meme and test facilities, and real estate, $1,822,000. 

Sacramento Peak Upper Air Research Site, Alamogordo, New Mevico: 
Research, development, and test facilities, and utilities, $616,000. 


AIR TRAINING COMMAND 


Amarillo Air Force Base, Amarillo, Texas: Training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and utilities, $1,828,000. 
sitemap Connally Aw Force Base, Waco, Texas: Operational facilities, 
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Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas: Training facilities, 
and utilities, $1,307,000. 

Lowry Air Force Base, Denver, Colorado: Operational facilities, 
$405,000. 

Mather Air Force Base, Sacramento, California: Operational facil- 
ities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and community facilities, 
$1,980,000. 

Perrin Air Force Base, Sherman, Texas: Maintenance facilities, 
$408 000. 

Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls, Texas: Operational facil- 
ities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and hospital facilities, 
$7,047 ,600. 

Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma: Operational facilities, 
$250,000. 

‘ebb Air Force Base, Big Spring, Texas: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, utilities, ground improvements, and real estate, 
$2,168,000. 

AIR UNIVERSITY 


Gunter Air Force Base, Montgomery, Alabama: Administrative facil- 
ities, and troop housing, $1,915,000. 
Mazwell Air Force Base, Montgomery, Alabama: Operational facil- 
ities, $391,000. 
HEADQUARTERS COMMAND 


Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, Maryland: Operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, community facilities, 
and utilities, $20,000,000. 


MILITARY AIR TRANSPORT SERVICE 


Charleston Air Force Base, Charleston, South Carolina: Operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, and community facilities, $822,000. 

Dover Air Force Base, Dover, Delaware: Operational facilities, main- 
tenance facilities, and utilities, $750,000. 

McGuire Air Force Base, Wrightstown, New Jersey: Operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, and utilities, $1,083,000. 

Scott Air Force Base, Belleville, Illinois: Supply facilities, $253,000. 


STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 


Barksdale Air Force Base, Shreveport, Louisiana: Maintenance fa- 
cilities, $110,000. 

Beale Air Force Base, Marysville, California: Supply facilities, and 
ground improvements, $187,000. 

Bergstrom Air Force Base, Austin, Texas: Operational facilities, 
$300,000. 

Biggs Air Force Base, El Paso, Texas: Operational facilities, and 
maintenance facilities, $416,000. 

Blytheville Air Force Base, Blytheville, Arkansas: Maintenance fa- 
cilities, supply facilities, and troop housing, $1,099,000. 

Bunker Hill Air Force Base, Peru, Indiana: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, community facilities, and utii- 
ties, $1,725,000. 

Carswell Air Force Base, Fort Worth, Texas: Operational facilities, 
and maintenance facilities, $1,484,000. 
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Castle Air Force Base, Merced, California: Maintenance facilities, 
ground improvements, and real estate, $425,000. 

Chennault Air Force Base, Lake Charles, Louisiana: Utilities, and 
ground improvements, $850,000. 

Clinton County Air Force Base, Wilmington, Ohio: Hospital facili- 
ties, troop housing, community facilities, and utilities, $3,915,000. 

Clinton-Sherman Air Force Base, Clinton, Oklahoma: Operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, and supply facilities, $621,000. 

Columbus Air Force Base, Columbus, Mississippi: Operational facil- 
ities, supply facilities, and community facilities, $264,000. 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Tucson, Arizona: Operational facil- 
ties, and maintenance facilities, $895,000. 

Dow Air Force Base, Bangor, Maine: Operational facili:.cs, mainte- 
nance facilities, and supply facilities, $1,071,000. 

Dyess Air Force Base, Abilene, Texas: Operational facilities, $292,000. 

Ellsworth Air Force Base, Rapid City, South Dakota: Operational 
facilities, and maintenance facilities, $1,445,000. 

Fairchild Air Force Base, Spokane, Washington: Operational facili- 
ties, $158,000. 

Forbes Air Force Base, Topeka, Kansas: Operational facilities, 
$762,000. 

Francis E. Warren Air Force Base, Cheyenne, Wyoming: Adminis- 
trative facilities, troop housing, community facilities, and utilities, 
$1,461,000. 

Glasgow Air Force Base, Glasgow, Montana: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, troop housing, community facil- 
ities, and utilities, $3,661,000. 

Homestead Air Force Base. Homestead, Florida: Operational facil- 
ities, $6,364,000. 

Hunter Air Force Base, Savannah, Georgia: Operational facilities, 
$410,000. 

Larson Air Force Base, Moses Lake, Washington: Operational facil- 
ities, and supply facilities, $1,036,000. 

Tincoln Air Force Base, Lincoln, Nebraska: Maintenance facilities, 
$164,000. 

Tittle Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, Arkansas: Operational 
facilities, $325,000. 

Loring Air Force Base, Limestone, Maine: Maintenance facilities, 
$48,000. 

MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa, Florida: Maintenance facilities, 
and supply facilities, $866,000. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls, Montana: Maintenance 
facilities, $712,000. 

March Air Force Base, Riverside, California: Operational facilities, 
$6,052,000. 

McConnell Air Force Base, Wichita, Kansas: Operational facilities, 
and community facilities, $1,039,000. 

McCoy Air Force Base, Orlando, Florida: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and utilities, $8,402,000. 

Mountain Home Air Force Base, Mountain Home, Idaho: Opera- 
tional facilities, and troop housing, $1,361,000. 

Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, and utilities, $1,802,000. 
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Pease Air Force Base, Portsmouth, New Hampshire: Operational 
facilities, and maintenance facilities, $542,000. 

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, Plattsburgh, New York: Operational 
facilities, and maintenance facilities, $1,134,000. 

Richard Bong Air Force Base, Kansasville, Wisconsin: Operational 
and training facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, adminis- 
trative facilities, troop housing, community facilities, and utilities, 

'21 633,000. 

Schilling Air Force Base, Salina, Kansas: Operational facilities, 
$4,147,000. 

Turner Air Force Base, Albany, Georgia: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, and community facilities, $1,098,000. 

Vandenburg Air Force Base, Lompoc, California: Operational facili- 
ties, and real estate, $147,000. 

Walker Air Force Base, Roswell, New Mexico: Operational facilities, 
and ground improvements, $942,000. 

Whiteman Air Force Base, Knob Noster, Missouri: Operational facili- 
ties, maintenance facilities, and supply facilities, $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Oscoda, Michigan: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and utilities, $2,484,000. 


TACTICAL AIR COMMAND 


Cannon Air Force Base, Clovis, New Mexico: Maintenance facilities, 
$800,000. 

England Air Force Base, Alexandria, Louisiana: Operational facili- 
ties, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and utilities, $2,468,000. 

George Air Force Base, Victorville, California: Hospital facilities, 
$1,820,200. 

Langley Air Force Base, Hampton, Virginia: Maintenance facilities, 
$540,000. 

Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina: Main- 
tenance facilities, $151,000. 

Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada: Operational facilities, and 
maintenance facilities, $557,000. 

Sewart Air Force Base, Smyrna, Tennessee: Maintenance facilities, 
$2,249,000. 

Seymour-Johnson Air Force Base, Goldsboro, North Carolina: 
Operational and training facilities, maintenance facilities, supply 
facilities, troop housing, and utilities, $3,150,000. 

Shaw Air Force Base, Sumter, South Carolina: Maintenance facilities, 
$505,000. 

Williams Air Force Base, Chandler, Arizona: Operational jacilities, 
and maintenance facilities, $246,000. 


AIRCRAFT CONTROL AND WARNING SYSTEM 


Various locations: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
supply facilities, medical facilities, administrative facilities, family 
housing, troop housing, community facilities, utilities, and real estate, 
$74,651,000. 
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Oorsipe Tue Unirep STares 
MILITARY AIR TRANSPORT SERVICE 


Various .ocations: Operational facilities, and utilities, $2,199,000. 


PACIFIC AIR FORCES 


Hickam Air Force Pase, Honolulu, Hawaii: Operational facilities, 
$1,299,000. 

Wake Island: Supply facilities, troop housing, community facilities, 
and utilities, $2,211,000. 

Various locations: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, supply 
facilities, hospital facilities, medical facilities, troop housing, community 
facilities, utilities, and ground improvements, $21,778,000. 


STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 


Andersen Air Force Base, Guam: Utilities, $106,000. 

Ramey Air Force Base, Puerto Rico: Operational facilities, and supply 
facilities, $1,309,000. 

Various locations: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, supply 
facilities, troop housing, community facilities, and utilities, $6,996,000. 


UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE 
Various locations: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, supply 
facilities, medical facilities, troop housing, community facilities, and 
utilities, $15,160,000. 


UNITED STATES AIR FORCE SECURITY SERVICE 


Various locations: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, supply 
facilities, troop housing, community facilities, and utilities, $4,908,000. 


SPECIAL FACILITIES 


Various locations: Operational facilities, $105,000. 


AIRCRAFT CONTROL AND WARNING SYSTEM 


Various locations: Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
supply facilities, medical facilities, administrative facilities, troop hous- 
ing, community facilities, utilities, and ground improvements, $16,987 ,000. 

Sec. 302. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop 
classified military installations and facilities for ballistic, strategic, and 
defense missiles and ballistic missile detection by acquiring, constructing, 
converting, rehabilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public 
works, including land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment in the total amount of $417,541 ,000. 

Sec. 303. (a) The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop 
Air Force installations and facilities by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in Air Force missions, new weapons develop- 
ments, new and unforeseen research and development requirements, or 
improved production schedules, if the Secretary of Defense determines 
that deferral of such construction for inclusion in the next military con- 
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struction authorization Act would be inconsistent with interests of national 
security, and in connection therewith to acquire, construct, convert, re- 
habilitate, or install permanent or temporary publie works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and equip- 
ment, in the total amount of $10,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary 
of the Air Force, or his designee, shall notify the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives immediately upon 
reaching a final decision to implement, of the cost of construction of any 
public work undertaken under this section, including those real estate 
actions pertaining thereto. This authorization will expire as of Septem- 
Ler 30, 1960, except for those public works projects concerning which the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives 
have been notified pursuant to this section prior to that date. 

(b) Section 303 of the Act of August 20, 1958 (72 Stat. 636, 655) is 
hereby repealed except for those public works projects thereunder con- 
cerning which the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives have been notified prior to the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

Sec. 304. (a) In accordance with the provisions of section 407 of the 
Act of September 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1119, 1125), as amended, the Secretary 
of the Air Force is authorized to construct, or acquire by lease or other- 
wise, family housing for occupancy as public quarters and community 
facilities at the following locations by utilizing foreign currencies acquired 
pursuant to the provisions of the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 454), or through other commodity 
transactions of the Commodity Credit Corporation: 

Various locations, France, 300 units. 

Alconbury RAF Station, United Kingdom, 208 units and community 
facilities. 

Bentwaters RAF Station, United Kingdom, 187 units and community 
facilities. 

Burderop Park Hospital, United Kingdom, 152 units and community 
facilities. 

Croughton RAF Station, United Kingdom, 31 units. 

Greenham Common RAF Station, United Kingdom, 136 units. 

High Wycombe RAF Station, United Kingdom, 136 units. 

, sae epentenren Area, United Kingdom, 468 units and hospital 
acilities. 

Ruislip (West) RAF Station, United Kingdom, community facilities. 

Sculthorpe RAF Station, United Kingdom, 61 units and community 
facilities. 

Welford RAF Station, United Kingdom, 31 units. 

Wethersfield RAF Station, United Kingdom, community facilities. 

Woodbridge RAF Station, United Kingdom, community facilities. 

Classified locations, 1,083 units and community facilities, 

(b) In accordance with the provisions of title IV of the Housing Amend- 
ments of 1955 (69 Stat. 646), as amended, the Secretary of the Air Force 
1s authorized to construct family housing for occupancy as public quarters 
at the following locations: 

Amarillo Air Force Base, Amarillo, Texas, 100 units. 

Blytheville Air Force Base, Arkansas, 470 units. 

Bunker Hill Air Force Base, Indiana, 400 units. 

Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico, 160 units. 
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Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois, 100 units. 

Charleston Air Force Base, South Carolina, 350 units. 

Clinton County Air Force Base, Ohio, 150 units. 

Clinton-Sherman Air Force Base, Oklahoma, 400 units, 

Columbus Air Force Base, Mississippi, 340 units. 

Craig Air Force Base, Alabama, 200 units. 

Dover Air Force Base, Delaware, 250 units. 

Dow Air Force Base, Maine, 480 units. 

Ellsworth Air Force Base, South Dakota, 190 units. 

Francis E. Warren Air Force Base, Wyoming, 156 units. 

Glasgow Air Force Base, Montana, 500 units. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, 670 units. 

Keesler Air Force Base, Mississippi, 240 units. 

Kinross Air Force Base, Michigan, 520 units. 

K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan, 470 units. 

Larson Air Force Base, Washington, 330 units. 

Laughlin Air Force Base, Texas, 110 units. 

Loring Air Force Base, Maine, 114 units. 

Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado, 100 units. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, 560 units. 

Mather Air Force Base, California, 230 units. 

Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota, 530 units. 

Moody Air Force Base, Georgia, 200 units. 

Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho, 820 units. 

Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, 400 units.‘ 

Travis Air Force Base, California, 600 units. 

Perrin Air Force Base, Texas, 200 units. 

Schilling Air Force Base, Kansas, 200 units. 

Vance Air Force Base, Okvahoma, 170 units. 

Vandenberg Air Force Base, California, 600 units. 

Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri, 850 units. 

Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Michigan, 390 units. 

Sec. 305. (a) Public Law 85-241, as amended, is amended, under 
the heading “Oursitpe rue Unirep Srares”’ in section 301, as follows: 

Under the subheading “ALASKAN AIR CoMMAND’’, with respect to Ladd 
Air Force Base, strike out “$1,630,000” and insert in place thereof 
“$1 ,895,000”’. 

(b) Public Law 85-241, as amended, is amended by striking « ut in 
clause (3) of section 502 the amounts ‘‘$160,705,000”, and “$607 ,450,- 
000” and inserting in place thereof “$160,970,000” and “$607,725 ,000” 
respectively. 

Sec. 306. (a) Public Law 85-685 is amended, under the heading 
“Instpe THE Unirep Srares’’ in section 301 as follows: 

Under the subheading “sTRATEGIC AIR COMMAND’ — 

(1) with respect to Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls, 
Montana, strike out “$1,832,000” and insert in place thereof 
“‘$2,182,000’’. 

(2) with respect to Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska, 
strike out “$3,265,000” and insert in place thereof ‘$3,890,000”’. 

(3) with respect to Richard Bong Air Force Base, Kansasville, 
Wisconsin, strike out “$15,552,000” and insert in place thereof 
“$16,655 ,000”’. 

(6) Public Law 85-685 is amended by striking out in clause (8) of 
section 502 the amounts “$542,161,000” and “$952,415,000” and insert- 
ing in place thereof “$544,239,000” and “$954,498,000", respectively. 
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Sec. 807. The Secretary of the Air Force is authorized to make a study 
of the need for grade separation on “Old Loop No. 138” which traverses a 
portion of Lackland Air Force Base, Texas. Expenditure of $25,000 
out of appropriations available to the Department of the Air Force +s 
cuthorinad: for such study. 

TITLE IV 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 401. The Secretary of each military department may proceed to 
establish or develop installations and facilities under this Act without 
regard to sections 3648 and 8784 of the Revised Statutes, as amended 
(31 U.S.C. 529; 40 U.S.C. 259, 267), and sections 4774(d) and 9774(d) 
of title 10, United States Code. The authority to place permanent or 
temporary improvements on land includes authority for surveys, admin- 
istration, overhead, planning, and supervision incident to construction. 
That authority may be exercised before title to the land is approved under 
section 355 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (40 U.S.C. 255), and 
even though the land is held temporarily. The authority to acquire real 
estate or land includes authority to make surveys and to acquire land, and 
interests in land (including temporary use), by gift, purchase, exchange 
of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

Sec. 402. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary for the purposes of this Act, but appropriations for public 
works projects authorized by titles I, IIT, III, and IV shall not exceed— 

(1) for title I: Inside the United States, $72,363,100; outside the 
United States, $24,210,000; section 102, $81,830,000; section 108, 
$10 000,000; or a total of $188,403 ,100. 

(2) for title II: Inside the United States, $113,356,250; outside 
the United States, $35,300,000; section 202, $18,495,000; section 
203, $10,000,000; or a total of $177,151 ,250. 

(3) for title III: Inside the United States, $296,897 800; outside 
the United States, $73,058,000; section 302, $417,541 ,000; section 
303, $10,000,000; or a total of $797,496 ,800. 

Sec. 403. Any of the amounts named in titles I, I], and II] of this 
Act, may, in the discretion of the Secretary concerned, be increased by 
5 per centum for projects inside the United States (other than Alaska) 
and by 10 per centum for projects outside the United States or in Alaska. 
However, the total cost of all projects in each such title may not be more 
than the total amount authorized to be appropriated for projects in that 
title. 

Sec. 404. Whenever— 

(1) the President determines that compliance with section 2313(6) 
of title 10, United States Code, for contracts made under this Act 
for the establishment or development of military installations and 
facilities in foreign countries would interfere with the carrying out 
of this Act; and 

(2) the Secretary of Defense and the Comptroller General have 
agreed upon alternative methods of adequately auditing those con- 
tracts ; 

the President may exempt those contracts from the requirements of that 
section. 

Src. 405. Contracts for construction made by the United States for 
performance within the United States, its Territories and possessions, 
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under this Act shall be executed under the jurisdiction and supervision of 
the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army or the Bureau of Yards 
and Docks, Department of the Navy, unless the Secretary of Defense 
determines that because such jurisdiction and supervision is wholly 
impracticable such contracts should be executed under the jurisdiction and 
supervision of another department or Government agency, and shall be 
awarded, insofar as practicable, on a competitive basis to the lowest 
responsible bidder, if the national security will not be impaired and the 
award is consistent with chapter 137 of ‘itle 10, United States Code. 
The Secretaries of the military departments shall report semiannually to 
the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
with respect to all contracts awarded on other than a competitive basis to 
the lowest responsible bidder. 

Sec. 406. As of July 1, 1960, all authorizations for military public 
works to be accomplished by the Secretary of a military department in 
connection with the establishment or development of military installations 
and facilities, and all authorizations for appropriations therefor, that are 
contained in Acts approved before August 31, 1957, and not superseded 
or otherwise modified by a later authorization are repealed, except— 

(1) authorizations for public works and for appropriations therefor 
that are set forth in those Acts in the titles that contain the general 
provisions; 

(2) the authorization for public works projects as to which appro- 
priated funds have been obligated for construction contracts or land 
acquisitions in whole or in part before July 1, 1960, and authoriza- 
tions for appropriations therefor; 

(3) the authorization for the rental guarantee for family housing 
in the amount of $100,000,000 that is contained in section 302 of the 
Act of July 14, 1952 (66 Stat. 606, 622); 

(4) the authorization for the development of the Line of Communi- 
cations, France, in the amount of $10,000,000 that is contained in 
title I, section 102, of the Act of July 14, 1952 (66 Stat. 606, 609); 

5) the authorization for development of classified facilities in the 
amount of $6,439,000 that is contained in title I, section 102, of the 
Act of September 28, 1951 (65 Stat. 336, 343); 

(6) notwithstanding the provisions of section 507 of the Act of 
August 20, 1958 (72 Stat. 636, 661), the authorization for: 

(a) family housing at a classified instal/ation in the amount 
of $2,234,000 that 1s contained in title I, section 101 of the 
Act of July 15, 1955 (69 Stat. 324, 328); 

(b) classified facilities in the amount of $369,000 that is con- 
tained in title 1, section 102, of the Act of July 15, 1955 (69 
Stat. $24, 328); 

(c) the United States Army, Europe, in the amount of 
$6,925,000 that is contained in title I, section 101, of the Act 
of August 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 991,994); 

(d) the Caribbean Command Area, in the amount of 
$1,060,000 that is contained in title I, section 101, of the Act 
of August 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 991, 994); 

(e) classified facilities in the amount of $6,300,000 that is 
contained in title I, section 102, of the Act of August 3, 1956 
(70 Stat. 991, 994); 

) land acquisition and obstruction removal for flight clear- 
ance in the amount of $754,000 at various locations that is 
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contained in title II, section 201, under the heading “Conrr- 
wenTaL Unirep Srares” and subheading “aviaTION FACIL- 
irres (Special Purpose Air Stations)” of the Act of July 16, 
1955 (69 Stat. 324, 332), as amended; 

(g) operational facilities in the amount of $700,000 at the 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida, that is contained in 
title I1, section 201, under the heading “Instpe roe Unirep 
Srares” and subheading “aviarion raciuities (Fleet Sup- 
port Air Stations)” in the Act of August 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 
991, 996), as amended; 

(h) the authorization for the construction of family housing 
contained in the Act of July 15, 1955 (69 Stat. 324), to the 
extent that section 504 of the Act of August 20. 1958 (72 Stat. 
636, 660), made available such authorization for the construc- 
tion of family housing for the Department of the Army at 
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, Fort Penjamin Harrison, 
Indiana, and Fort Shafter, Hawaii, and for the Department of 
the Atr Force at Sundance, Wyoming, and at four locations 
outside the United States. 

(i) the authorization for the construction of medical facilities 
in the amount of $5,000,000 for Camp Jackson (now Fort 
Jackson), South Carolina, that is contained in title I, section 
101, of the Act of July 15, 1955 (69 Stat. 324, 326): Provided, 
That the unit cost per bed does not exceed $20,000. 

(9) medical facilities in the amount of $2,667,000 for 
Lincoln Air Force Pase, Lincoln, Nebraska, that is contained 
in title III, section 301, of the Act of July 15, 1955 (69 Stat. 
$24, 344): Provided, That his authorization shall expire on 
January 1. 1961, if no’ funded prior to that date. 

Sec. 407. Section 515 of the Act of July 15, 1955 (69 Stat 324, 352), 
as amended, is further amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 515. During fiscal years 1959 through and including 1962, the 
Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, respectively, are author- 
ized to lease housing facilities at or near military tactical installations 
for assignment as public quarters to military personnel and their depend- 
ents, if any, without hasital chine upon a determination by the Secretary of 
Defense, or his designee, that there is a lack of adequate housing facilities at 
or near such military tactical installations. Such housing facilities shali 
be leased on a family or individual unit basis and not more than seven 
thousand five hundred of such units may be so leased at any one time. 
Expenditures for the rental of such housing facilities may be made out of 
appropriations available for maintenance and operation but may not ez- 
ceed $150 a month for any such unit.” 

Sec. 408. Subsection (a) of section 406 of the Act of August 30, 1957 
(71 Stat. 581, 556), as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of any other law, and effective 
July 1, 1958, no family housing units shall be contracted for or acquired 
at or in support of military installations or activities unless the actual 
number of units involved has been specifically authorized by an annual 
military construction authorization Act except (1) housing units acquired 
pursuant to the provisions of section 404 of the Housing Amendments of 
1955; (2) rental guarantee family housing authorized under section 302 
of the Act of July 14, 1952 (66 Stat. 606, 622): Provided, That not more 
than five thousand units shall be contracted for under the authority of 
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such section prior to June 30, 1964; and (3) housing units leased for 
terms of one year, whether renewable or not, or for terms of not more than 
five years pursuant to the provisions of section 2675 of title 10, United 
States Code.” 

Sec. 409. The Secretary of a military department may acquire by lease 
for indefinite periods of time real property in the Ryukyu Islands needed 
by the United States Government. Rentals for such leases may be paid 
in advance from appropriations available for operation and maintenance 
except advance payments for periods in excess of five years which shall be 
from appropriations avaiable for military construction. 

Sec. 410. Title 10, United States Code, is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 4774 is amended by adding the following new subsection 
at the end thereof: 

““(g) Not more than 10 percent of the family quarters constructed from 
appropriated funds for officers of the Army may be four-bedroom quarters 
having a net floor area of 1,400 square feet or less for occupancy by officers 
holding grades below major.” 

(b) Section 7574 is amended by adding the following new subsection at 
the end thereof: 

“(e) Not more than 10 percent of the family quarters constructed from 
appropriated funds for officers of the Navy may be four-bedroom quarters 
having a net floor area of 1,400 square feet or less for occupancy by officers 
holding grades below lieutenant commander.” 

(c) Section 9774 is amended by adding the following new subsection 
at the end thereof: 

““(g) Not more than 10 percent of the family quarters constructed 
from appropriated funds for officers of the Air Force may be four- 
bedroom quarters having a net floor area of 1,400 square feet or less for 
vecupancy by officers holding grades below major.” 

Sec. 411. To the extent that any authority provided by the Act of 
August 20, 1958 (72 Stat. 636), or this Act, for the construction of 
appropriated fund family housing at locations in foreign countries is 
not utilized, the construction or acquisition of the number of housing 
units so authorized may be accomplished at the same locations under 
the authority of section 407 of the Act of September 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 
1119, 1125), as amended. 

See. 412. (a) The Secretary of Vefense shall, on or before January 
31, 1960, submit to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives complete and detailed information with respect 
to the various types and kinds of aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels 
being procured by the armed forces of the United States, including the 
number of each type and kind procured and the cost thereof and the num- 
ber of each type and kind proposed to be procured and the estimated cost 
thereof. 

(b) No funds may be appropriated after December 31, 1960, to or for 
the use of any armed force of the United States for the procurement of 
aircraft, missiles, or naval vessels unless the appropriation of such funds 
has been authorized by leyislation enacted after such date. 

Sec. 418. Section 109(a) of Public Law 85-685 (72 Stat. 636, 641) 
is amended by adding the following sentence at the end thereof: ‘“How- 
ever, the Secretary of the Army shall not make available to the Adminis- 
trator of the General Services Administration, or his designee, for sale 
pursuant to this section, such lands, or interests therein, not exceeding 
one hundred and eighteen acres for channel straightening, and four 
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hundred acres for a temporary spoil disposal area for a period of ten 
years, us the Chief of Engineers determines to be necessary for the im- 
provement or maintenance of the Houston Ship Channel Project.” 

Sec. 414. (a) Section 803(a) of the National Housing Act is amended 
by striking out the last proviso and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“And provided further, That no more morigages shail be insured under 
this title after September 30, 1960, except pursuant to a commitment to 
insure before such date, and not more than twenty thousand family 
housing units shall te contracted for after June 80, 1959, pursuant to 
any mortgage insured under section 803 of this title after such date.” 

(6) Notwithstanding the authorizations for the construction of family 
housing contained in subsections 104(b), 204(b), and 304(b) of this Act, 
the total number of units of family housing contracted for after June 30, 
1959, and before October 1, 1960, pursuant to the authority contained in 
such subsections shall not exceed a total of twenty thousand units. The 
Secretary of Defense shall determine the total number of units to be con- 
structed by each of the military services in conformity with the provisions 
of this section. The Secretaries of the three military departments, or the 
designee of each, shall promptly notify the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives of any delermination made 
hereunder as it affects each such department. 

Sec. 415. Section 403 of the Housing Amendments of 1955 is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new subsection as follows: 

“(d) On request by the Secretary of Defense, the Attorney General shall 
furnish to the Secretary of Defense, or his designee, an opinion as to the 
sufficiency of title to any property on which it is proposed to construct 
housing, or on which housing has been constructed, under this section. 
If the opinion of the Attorney General is that the title to any such property 
is good and sufficient, the Secretary of Defense is authorized to guarantee, 
or enter into a commitment to guarantee, the mortgagee, under a mortgage 
on such property which is insured under title VIII of the National 
Housing Act, against any losses that may thereafter arise from adverse 
claims to title. None of the proceeds of any mortgage loan hereafter 
insured under such title VIII shall be used for title search and title 
insurance costs: Provided, That if the Secretary of Defense, or his 
designee, determines in the case of any housing project, that the financing 
of the construction of such project is impossible unless title insurance is 
provided, the Secretary may provide for the payment of the reasonable 
costs necessary for obtaining title search and title insurance. Any pay- 
ments by the Secretary hereunder shall be made from the revolving fund 
established under section 404(g). Any determination by the Secretary 
under the foregoing proviso shall be set forth in writing, together with the 
reasons therefor. The Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives shall be promptly notified of each such deter- 
mination, and of the amount of any payment made by the Secretary for 
title search and title insurance costs.” 

Sec. 416. None of the authority contained in titles I, II, and III of 
this Act shall be deemed to authorize any building construction project 
within the continental United States (other than Alaska) at a unit cost in 
excess of— 

(1) $82 per square foot for cold-storage warehousing; 
(2) $6 per square foot for regular warehousing; 

(3) $1,850 per man for permanent barracks; 

(4) $8,500 per man for bachelor officer quarters; 
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unless the Secretary of Defense determines that, because of special circum- 
stances, application to such project of the limitations on unit costs con- 
tained in this section is impracticable. 

Sec. 417. Section 4 of the Act of Apru 3, 1958 (72 Stat. 78), is amended 
by striking out “$500,000” and wnserting in place thereof ‘$900,000’’. 

Sec. 418. Section 404(c)(2) of the Housing Amendments of 1955 is 
amended by striking the first two sentences thereof and substituting the 
following language: “In any condemnation proceedings instituted to 
acquire any such housing, or interest therein, the court shall not order the 
party in possession to surrender possession in advance of final yudgment 
unless a declaration of taking has been filed, and a deposit of the amount 
estimated to be gust compensaticn has been made, under the first section 
of the Act of February 26, 1931 (46 Stat. 1421). The amount of such 
deposit for the purpose of this section shall not in any case be less than 
an amount equal to the actual cost of the housing (not including the value 
of any improvements installed or constructed with appropriated funds) as 
certified ty the sponsor or owner of the project to the Federal Housing 
Commissioner pursuant to any statute or any regulation issued by the 
Federal Housing Commissioner, reduced by the amount of the principal 
obligation of the mortgage outstanding at the time possession is surrendered, 
but any such deposit shall not include any excess mortgage proceeds or 
‘windfalls,’ kickbacks and rebates received in connection with the construc- 
tion of said housing as determined by the Department of Defense, or any 
other Federal agency. The amount of such dasot in any case where the 


sponsor or owner has not certified the cost of the preject to the Federal 
Housing Commissioner at the time of the enactment of this Act, shall be 
determined by the Secretary of Defense, or his designee, in accordance with 
the Act of February 26, 1931 (46 Stat. 1421): Provided, That in the 


event there is withdrawn from the registry of the court by the owner or 
sponsor a sum of money in excess of the final award of just compensation, 
this excess shall be repaid to the United States plus a sum equal to 4 per 
centum per annum on such excess from the time such sum is deposited in 
the registry of the court: Provided further, That any court in which money 
is deposited as provided in this section shall require the furnishing of 
security by the owner to protect the United States from any loss by reason 
of a final award of gust compensation of less than the amount deposited: 
And provided further, That the deposit required to be made by this section 
shall be without prejudice to any party in the determination of just com- 
pensation. Unless title is in dispute, the court, wpon application and 
subject to the foregoing provisions of this subsection, shall promptly pay 
to the owner at least 75 per centum of the amount so deposited, but such 
payment shall be made without prejudice to any party to the proceeding.” 

Sec. 419. The Secretary of Defense shall not later than September 15, 
1959, report to the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives the results of a complete review of all previously authorized 
surface-to-air missile sites with the assurance (1) that the review reveals 
the military necessity for the construction of the sites selected, (2) that the 
performance and capability of the missiles selected for the respective sites 
are in consonance with military requirements so as to eliminate, insofar 
se overlapping of missions and duplication of weapons systems, 
and (8) that particular attention shall be given to the feasibility of modify- 
ing or expediting any of the missile programs for either defense or offense. 

Szc. 420. In carrying out in a foreign country any project authorized 
by this Act or any other Military Construction Act heretofore or hereafter 
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enacted, currencies of such country acquired pursuant to the provisions of 
the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (Public 
Law 480, Eighty-third Congress) shall, to the eatent available and feasible, 
be used in lieu of dollars. The Department of Defense shall reimburse 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for any foreign currencies so utilized 
in carrying out such projects. 

Sec. 421. Titles I, II, and III of this Act may be cited as the ‘Military 
Construction Act of 1959”. 

TITLE V 


Reserve Forces Fact.iries 


Src. 501. Subject to chapter 133 of title 10, United States Code, the 
Secretary of Defense may establish or develop the following facilities for 
reserve forces: 

(1) For Department of the Army: 


ARMY RESERVE 


Aberdeen, South Dakota: Training facilities, $168,000. 
Akron (Number 2), Ohio: Training facilities, $574,000. 
Allentown-Bethlehem, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $302,000. 
Anderson, Indiana: Training facilities, $136,000. 

Ann Arbor, Michigan: Training facilities, $317,000. 
Aurora, Illinois: Training facilities, $302,000. 

Bardstown, Kentucky: Training facilities, $160,000. 

Beaver Dam, Wisconsin: Training facilities, $176,000. 
Bellaire, Ohio: Training facilities, $302,000. 

Bloomington, Illinois: Training facilities, $168,000. 
Bloomington, Indiana: Training facilities, $802,000. 
Bridgeport-Fairfield, Connecticut: Training facilities addition, $64,000. 
Bronz, New York: Training facilities, $98,000. 

Brownsville, Texas: Training facilities, $152,000. 

Butler, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $136,000. 
Champaign, Illinois: Training facilities, $302,000. 

Chicago Heights, Illinois: Training facilities, $802,000. 
Chico, California: Training facilities, $168,000. 
Cumberland, Maryland: Training facilities, $288,000. 
Dallas (Number 2), Texas: Training facilities addition, $64,000. 
Dayton, Ohio: Training facilities, $48,000. 

Delaware, Ohio: Training facilities, $302,000. 

Detroit (Number 1), Michigan: Training facilities, $602,000. 
Detroit (Number 2), Michigan: Training facilities, $602,000. 
Duluth, Minnesota: Training facilities, $317,000. 

East Saint Louis, Illinois: Training facilities, $156,000. 

El Dorado, Arkansas: Training facilities, $152,000. 
Evanston, Illinois: Training facilities, $574,000. 

Flint, Michigan: Training facilities, $551,000. 

Fort Smith, Arkansas: Training facilities, $152,000. 

Fulton, Missouri: Training facilities, $160,000. 

Gadsden, Alabama: Training facilities, $144,000. 

Galveston, Texas: Training facilities, $152,000. 

Gettysburg, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $168,000. 
Glens Falis, New York: Training facilities, $176,000. 
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Hammond, Indiana: Training facilities, $168,000. 

Harrison, Arkansas: Training facilities, $152,000. 

Jefferson City, Missouri: Training facilities, $288,000. 
Joliet, Illinois: Training facilities, $302,000. 

Kankakee, Illinois: Training facilities, $168,000. 

La Crosse, Wisconsin: Training facilities, $317,000. 
Lafayette, Louisiana: Training facilities, $152,000. 

Malone, New York: Training facilities, $176,000. 

Mankato, Minnesota: Training facilities, $176,000. 

Marion, Ohio: Training facilities, $168,000. 

Meadville, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $168,000. 
Milwaukee (West), Wisconsin: Training facilities, $602,000. 
Morristown, New Jersey: Training facilities, $317,000. 
Mount Vernon, Ohio: Training facilities, $168,000. 

Muncie, Indiana: Training facilities, $168,000. 

Muskogee, Oklahoma: Training facilities, $288,000. 

New Orleans (Number 1), Louisiana: Training facilities, $520,000. 
Odessa, Texas: Training facilities, $152,000. 

Okmulgee, Oklahoma: Training facilities, $160,000. 

Olean, New York: Training facilities, $176,000. 

Oswego, New York: Training facilities, $176,000. 

Painesville, Ohio: Training facilities, $168,000. 

Pittsburgh (Number 3), Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $574,000. 
Purcell, Oklahoma: Training facilities, $160,000. 

Rolla, Missouri: Training facilities, $160,000. 

Rutland, Vermont: Training facilities, $143,000. 

Sacramento, California: Training facilities addition, $61,000. 
Saint Cloud, Minnesota: Training facilities, $330,000. 
Salem, Oregon: Training facilities, $61,000. 

San Antonio (Number 2), Texas: Training facilities, $520,000. 
San Diego, California: Training facilities, $526,000. 

San Marcos, Texas: Training facilities, $152,000. 

Santa Barbara, California: Training facilities, $136,000. 
Savannah, Georgia: Training facilities, $259,000 

Springfield, Missouri: Training facilities addition, $73,000. 
Uniontown, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $220,000. 
Vallejo, California: Training facilities, $302,000. 
Washington, Iowa: Training facilities, $160,000. 
Washington, Missouri: Training facilities, $160,000. 
Washington, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $136,000. 
Wenatchee, Washington: Training facilities, $168,000. 
Westminster, Maryland: Training facilities, $160,000. 
Various locations: Training facilities minor additions, $1,788,000. 
Land acquisition: Training facilities, $800,000. 

San Jose, California: Parking lot and drill grounds, $1. 


ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES 
(ARMORY) 


Amsterdam, New York: Training facilities, $55,000. 
Anchorage, Alaska: Training facilities, $276,000. 

Baltimore (Dundalk), Maryland: Training facilities, $215,000. 
Bayamon, Puerto Rico: Training facilities, $150,000. 

Beebe, Arkansas: Training facilities, $45,000. 
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Belen, New Mevxico: Training facilities, $57,000. 
Benson, North Carolina: Training facilities, $105,000. 
Birmingham, Alabama: Training facilities, $160,000. 
Bound Brook, New Jersey: Training facilities, $80,000. 
Buffalo, New York: Training facilities, $75,000. 

Butte, Montana: Training facilities, $70,000. 

Cape May Court House, New Jersey: Training facilities, $250,000. 
Colby, Kansas: Training facilities, $80,000. 

Coleville, Washington: Training facilities, $150,000. 

De Witt, Arkansas: Training facilities, $45,000. 

Donna, Texas: Training facilities, $99,000. 

Durant, Mississippi: Training facilities, $54,000. 
Elizabeth City, North Carolina: Training facilities, $105,000. 
Elyria, Ohio: Training facilities, $160,000. 

E mosburg Falls, Vermont: Training facilities, $169,000. 
Farmington, Missouri: Training facilities, $115,000. 
Flemington, New Jersey: Training facil ities, $80,000. 
Freehold, New Jersey: Training facilities, $80,000. 
Gainesville, Georgia: Training facilities, $90,000. 
Greeley, Colorado: Training facilities, $132,000. 
Hackettstown, New Jersey: Training facilities. $80,000. 
Hazen, Arkansas: Training facilities, $45,000. 

Idaho Falls, Idaho: Training facilities, $105,000. 
Inman, South Carolina: Training facilities, $99,000. 
Iuka, Mississippi: Training facilities, $54,000. 
Johnstown, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $375,000. 
Jonesville, South Carolina: Training facilities, $99,000. 
Lancaster, Ohio: Training facilities, $160,000. 
Leominster, Massachusetts: Training facilities, $200,000. 
Martindale Army Air Field, Texas: Training facilities, $210,000. 
Milan, Tennessee: Training facilities, $91, 000. 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin: Training facilities, $235,000. 
Mount Olive, North Carolina: Training facilities, $105,000. 
New Brockton, Alabama: Training facilities, $70,000. 
Newton, New Jersey: Training facilities, $80,000. 
Norwalk, Ohio: Training facilities, $140,000. 

Olean, New York: Training facilities, $46,000. 

Omaha, Nebraska: Training facilities, $450,000. 

Oswego, New York: Training facilities, $52,000. 
Plentywood, Montana: Training facilities, $63,000. 
Ponce, Puerto Rico: Training facilities, $150,000. 
Princeton, West Virginia: Training facilities, $60,000. 
Quitman, Mississippi: Training facilities, $54,000. 
Ronceverte, West Virginia: Training facilities, $54,000. 
Roswell, New Mexico: Training facilities, $200,000. 
Saint Paul, Minnesota: Training facilities, $565,000. 
Salem, Oregon:Training facilities, $160,000. 

San German, Puerto Rico: Training facilities, $150,000. 
Savannah, Georgia: Training facilities, $600,000. 

Silver City, New Mexico: Training facilities, $60,000. 
Tomahawk, Wisconsin: Training facilities, $160,000. 
Troy, New York: Training facilities, $47,000. 
Tuckerton, New Jersey: Training facilities, $80,000. 
Webb, Mississippi: Training facilities, $54,000. 

Various locations: Training facilities minor conversions, $84,000. 
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ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES 


(NON ARMORY) 


Bismarck, North Dakota: Maintenance facilities, $57,000. 

Buckhannon, West Virginia: Administrative and supply facilities, 
£206,000. 

Camp Drum, New York: Maintenance facilities, $308,000. 

Hayward, Wisconsin: Maintenance facilities, $52,000. 

Jersey City, New Jersey: Maintenance facilities, $49,000. 

(2) For Department of the Navy: 


NAVAL RESERVE (AVIATION) 


Naval Air Station (Dobbins Air Force Base), Atlanta, Georgia: 
Operational facilities, supply facilities, and utilities and ground improve- 
ments, $838,000. 

Naval Air Station, Dallas, Texas: Operational facilities and supply 
facilities, $348,000. 

Naval Air Station, Glenview, Illinois: Operational facilities, $59,000. 

Naval Air Station, Grosse Ile, Michigan: Operational facilities and 
utilities, $771,000. 

Naval Air Station, Los Alamitos, California: Operational facilities, 
supply facilities, and utilities, $563,000. 

Naval Air Station, New Orleans, Louisiana: Supply facilities and 
maintenance facilities, $178,000. 

Naval Air Station, Olathe, Kansas: Operational facilities, $192,000. 

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts: Operational 
facilities, $76,000. 

Naval Air Station, Willow Grove, Pennsylvania: Operational facilities, 
supply facilities, and medical facilities, $797,000. 


NAVAL RESERVE (SURFACE) 


Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Beaumont, Texas: 
Operational facilities, $65,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Champaign, Illinois: Training 
facilities, $70,000. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, Cleveland, Ohio: Training facilities, 
$655,000. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, Galveston, Texas: Operational 
facilities, $204,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Kingsville, Texas: Training 
facilities, $35,000. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, New Haven, Connecticut: Operational 
facilities, $323,000. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Saint Louis, Mis- 
souri: Training facilities, $697,000. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, San Diego, California: Operational 
facilities, $226,000. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, Whitestone, New York: Operational 
facilities, $104,000. 
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MARINE CORPS RESERVE (GROUND) 


Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Chicago, Illinois: Training 
facilities, $518,000. 

Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Johnson City, Tennessee: 
Training facilities and land acquisition, $330,000. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Saint Louis, 
Missouri: Training facilities, $370,000. 

Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, San Rafael, California: 
Training facilities, $490,000. 

Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Tampa, Florida: Training 
facilities, $391,000. 

(3) For Department of the Air Force: 


AIR FORCE RESERVE 


Bakalar Air Force Base, Columbus, Indiana: Supply facilities, and 
operational facilities, $864,000 

Davis Field, Muskogee, Oklahoma: Troop housing, and utilities, 
$92,000. 

Ellington Air Force Base, Houston, Texas: Operational facilities, 
$823,000. 

General Mitchell Field, Milwaukee, Wisconsin: Troop housing, 
$43,000. 

O’ Hare International Airport, Chicago, Illinois: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, and utilities, $1,890,000. 

Portland International Airport, Portland, Oregon: Operational facili- 
ties, $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Kansas City, Missouri: Supply 
facilities, $105,000. 

Willow Grove Naval Air Station, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Main- 
tenance facilities, supply facilities, and troop housing, $188,000. 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES 


Alpena County Airport, Alpena, Michigan: Operational facilities, 
$105,000. 

New Orleans Naval Air Station, New Orleans, Louisiana: Operational 
facilities and supply facilities, $274,000. 

Baer Field, Fort Wayne, Indiana: Operational facilities, $238,000. 

Bradley Field, Hartford, Connecticut: Maintenance facilities, 
$123,000. 

Buckley Naval Air Station, Denver, Colorado: Operational facilities, 
$591,000. 

Burlington Municipal Airport, Burlington, Vermont: Maintenance 
facilities, $123,000. 

Camp Williams, Camp Douglas, Wisconsin: Operational facilities, 
$82,000. 

Cheyenne Municipal Airport, Cheyenne, Wyoming: Operational 
facilitves, $238,000. 

Dow Air Force Base, Bangor, Maine: Maintenance facilities, $123,000. 

Geiger Field, Spokane, Washington: Maintenance facilities, $245,000. 

Gore Field, Great Falls, Montana: Maintenance facilities, and opera- 
tional facilities, $665,000. 
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Gowen Field, Boise, Idaho: Operational facilities, $238,000. 

Haleakala Aircraft Control and Warning Facility, Mawi, Hawaii: 
Operational facilities, $446,000. 

Hickam Air Force Base, Honolulu, Hawaii: Operational facilities, 
$3,222,000. 

Hancock Field, Syracuse, New York: Operational facilities, $596,000. 

Hector Field, Fargo, North Dakota: Operational facilities, $946,000. 

Hubbard Field, Reno, Nevada: Operational facilities, $259,000. 

Hulman Field, Terre Haute, Indiana: Operational facilities, $238,000. 

Kokee Aircraft Control and Warning Facility, Kauai, Hawair: 
Operational facilities, $283,000. 

Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, Arkansas: Operational facil- 
ities, supply facilities, and maintenance facilities, $2,323,000. 

Memphis Municipal Airport, Memphis, Tennessee: Operational facil- 
ities, maintenance facilities, and supply facilities, $1,825,000. 

Ontario Municipal Airport, Ontario, California: Training facilities, 
$233,000. 

Peoria Municipal Airport, Greater Peoria, Illinois: Operational facil- 
ities, $430,000. 

San Juan International Airport, San Juan, Puerto Rico: Operational 
facilities, and supply facilities, $943,000. 

Sioux Falls (Foss Field), Sioux Falls, South Dakota: Maintenance 
facilities, $123,000. 

Springfield Municipal Airport, Springfield, Ohio: Operational facili- 
ties, $105,000. 

Truaz Field, Madison, Wisconsin: Maintenance facilities, $123,000. 

Tucson Municipal Airport, Tucson, Arizona: Maintenance facilities, 
$123,000. 

Will Rogers Field, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: Operational facilities, 
$317,000. 

(4) For all reserve components: Facilities made necessary by changes 
in the assignment of weapons or equipment to reserve forces units, if the 
Secretary of Defense or his designee determines that deferral of such 
facilities for inclusion in the next law authorizing appropriations for 
specific facilities for reserve forces would be inconsistent with the interests 
of national security and if the Secretary of Defense or his designee notifies 
the Senate and the House of Representatives immediately upon reaching 
a final decision to implement, of the nature and estimated cost of any 
facility to be undertaken under this subsection: Provided, That the first 
sentence of section 2233a of title 10, United States Code, shall not apply 
to facilities authorized by this subsection. 

Szc. 502. (a) Public Law 85-685 is amended under the heading 
“NAVAL RESERVE (AVIATION)”’ in clause (1) of section 603 by striking 
out the following: 

“Naval Air Station, Denver, Colorado: Maintenance facilities, utilities, 
and land acquisition, $652,000.” 

“Naval Air Station, Niagara Falls, New York: Operational and 
training facilities, and utilities, $652,000.” 

(b) Public Law 85-685 is amended under the heading ‘‘ AIR NATION AL 
GUARD OF THE UNITED sTATES’’ in clause (2) of section 608 as follows: 

(1) With respect to Barnes Field, Westfield, Massachusetts, strike 
out “$740,000” and insert in place thereof “$1,030,000”’. 

(2) With respect to various locations: Runway arrestor barriers, 
strike out “$300,000” and insert in place thereof “$480,000”. 
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(c) Public Law 85-685 is amended under the heading ‘‘army RE- 
SERVE’’ in clause (3) of section 603 as follows: 

(1) With respect to Canton, Ohio, strike out $40,000” and insert 
an place thereof ‘“$61,000"’. 

‘2) With respect to Greenwood, South Carolina, strike out 
“$85,000” and insert in place thereof ‘$117,000’. 

(3) With respect to Johnstown, Pennsylvania, strike out 
“$99,000” and insert in place thereof ‘“$136,000’’. 

(d) Public Law 85-685 1s amended under the heading “‘ ARMY NATION AL 
GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES (ARMORY)” in clause (8) of section 603 
by striking out the following: 

“Bethlehem, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $45,000.” 

“Carlisle, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $45,000.” 

“Chester, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $206,000.” 

“Oincinnati, Ohio: Training facilities, $300,000.” 

“Clayton, New Mexico: Training facilities, $57,000.” 

“Houston (Number 1), Texas: Training facilities, $323,000.” 

“Ligonier, Pennsylvania: Training facilities, $45,000.” 

“Northwest Saint Paul, Minnesota: Training facilities, $130,000.” 

“Princeton, New Jersey: Training facilities, $175,000.” 

“Salem, New Jersey: Train ing facilities, $15,000.” 

(e) Public Law 85-685 is amended by ‘striking out in clause (1) of 
section 606 “$11,886,000” and inserting in place thereof ‘‘$10,582,000” ; 
and by striking out in clause (2) (b) of section 606 “$11,976,000” and 
inserting in place therof “$12. 446, 000”; and by striking out in clause 
(3) of section 606 “$28,330,000” and inserting in place thereof 
“$27,079,000”. 

Src. 603. The Secretary of Defense may establish or develop installa- 
tions and facilities under this title without regard to sections 3648 and 
3734 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, and sections 4774 (d) and 
9774(d) of title 10, United States Code. The authority to place perma- 
nent or temporary "improvements on land includes authority for surveys, 
administration, overhead, planning, and supervision incident to con- 
struction. That authority may be exercised before title to the land is 
approved under section 355 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, and 
even though the land is held temporarily. The authority to acquire 
real estate or land includes authority to make surveys and to acquire 
land, and interests in land (including temporary use), by gift, purchase, 
exchange of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

Sec. 604. Appropriations for facilities projects authorized by section 
601 for the respective reserve components of the armed forces may not 
exceed— 

(1) for Department of the Army: 

(a) Army Reserve, $20,916,000; 

(6) Army Na tional Guard of the United States, $8,806,000. 
(2) for Department of the Navy: Naval and Marine Corps 

Reserves, $8,300,000; 

(3) for Department of the Air Force: 

(a) Air Force Reserve, $4,093,000; 

(b) Air National Guard of the United States, $15,580,000. 

Sec. 505. Any of the amounts named in section 501 of this Act may, 
in the discretion of the Secretary of Defense, be increased by 15 per centum, 
but the total cost for all projects authorized for the Army Reserve, the 
Army National Guard of the United States, the Naval and Marine Corps 
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Reserves, the Air Force Reserve, and the Air National Guard of the 
United States, may not exceed the amounts named in clauses (1) (a), (1) (6), 
(2), (8)(a), and (3)(b) of section 504, respectively. 

Sec. 506. This title may be cited as the “‘Reserve Forces Facilities Act 


of 1959”. 
TITLE VI 


Szc. 601. The Secretary of the Army is authorized to convey by quit- 
claim deed to the city of Santa Cruz, California, all the right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to four and five-tenths acres of land, 
more or less, comprising the United States Army Reserve Center Light- 
house Point site and being a part of the lands known as the United States 
Coast Guard Santa Cruz Light Station, situated on the northerly side of 
West Cliff Drive, approximately seven hundred feet south of Pelton 
Avenue, in the city and county of Santa Cruz, California, and in exchange 
for said conveyance to accept on behalf of the United States of America 
from the city of Santa Cruz a deed conveying fee simple title to not less 
than four acres of land situated within the city of Santa Cruz, California, 
to be utilized as the site for a United States Army Reserve Center: Pro- 
vided, That the city of Santa Cruz pay to the United States a sum of 
money representing, wn the opinion of the Secretary of the Army, the 
aggregate of (1) the amount by which the fair market value of the property 
so conveyed by the Secretary of the Army exceeds the fair market value of 
the land accepted in exchange therefor; (2) the amount heretofore expended 
by the Department of the Army in connection with the proposed construc- 
tion of the United States Army Reserve Center at Lighthouse Point for 
work and materials which cannot be utilized in connection with the con- 
struction of the United States Army Reserve Center on the site to be 
acquired from the city; and (8) the amount by which the costs for providing 
adequate foundations, sewer and water facilities, and site preparation 
for the construction of a United States Army Reserve Center at the site 
to be acquired from the city exceeds the estimated costs for providing 
foundations, sewer and water facilities, and site preparation at the 
Lighthouse Point site. 

Src. 602. The moneys received by the Secretary of the Army under 
this title shall be covered into the Treasury of the United States as miscel- 
laneous receipts except that any moneys received under section 601 (2) 
and (8) of this title shall be credited to the appropriation to which such 
costs are charged. 

Cari VINSON, 
Pauu J. Kitpay, 
Cart T. Durnam, 
L. Menvet Rivers, 
Puiuip J. Puiistn, 
L. C. ARENDs, 
L. H. Gavin, 
Wa.ttrerR NorBLaD, 
Frank C. Osmers, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
Ricuarp B. Russet, 
JOHN STENNIS, 
Henry M. Jackson, 
LrvEeREtTT SALTONSTALL, 
Francis Cass, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 





STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE HOUSE 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill (H.R. 5674) to authorize certain construction at military 
installations, and for other purposes, submit the following statement 
in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon by the conferees 
and recommended in the accompanying conference report: 


LEGISLATION IN CONFERENCE 


On April 16, 1959, the House of Representatives passed H.R. 5674 
which was the fiscal year 1960 military construction authorization 
for the three military departments and the Reserve components. 
On June 30, 1959, the Senate considered the legislation and amended 
Oy striking all language after the enacting clause and wrote a new 


TITLE I 
ARMY 


In the Army title of the bill, the following items were in disagree- 
ment: 

The deletion by the Senate of the item at Redstone Arsenal, Ala., 
relating to the conversion of an existing structure for use as a hospital. 
In this instance, the Senate receded with an amendment which re- 
inserted the item in the bill but at a reduced cost (the subject of 
hospitals is dealt with separately and in detail subsequently in this 
statement). 

The second item in disagreement related to the restoration to the bill 
of the House deletion covering the heating plant and heat distribution 
system at the Columbus General Depot, Ohio. The House receded 
with respect to this item permitting it to remain in the bill. 

Fort Belvoir, Va. The item in disagreement at Fort Belvoir covered 
air conditioning for that portion of the hospital at this installation 
which is not presently air-conditioned. The conferees agreed that the 
authority requested for air-conditioning the entire structure should 
be granted and the Senate recedes. 

ort Eustis, Va. Again, in this instance, the Senate had deleted a 
hospital. ‘The Senate receded with an amendment which reduced the 
cost of the hospital. 

Charleston Transportation Depot, S.C.: The House had inserted 
authority for the construction of 12 appropriated fund housing units 
for personnel permanently stationed at the depot. The Senate deleted 
the item from the bill. ‘The conferees agreed that 10, rather than 12, 
houses should be constructed at this facility and that the cost per 
housing unit should be limited to $19,000. An authorization, there- 
fore, was agreed to in a total amount of $190,000, and the Senate 
recedes with an amendment. 
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Fort Knox, Ky.: The Department’s program as submitted to the 
Congress included an armament shop at this installation. The Senate 
deleted the shop and the House recedes. 

Fort Bragg, N.C.: Although not part of the construction program 
as submitted to the Congress, the House approved the construction 
of a post office at Fort Bragg to replace the inadequate and substand- 
ard facilities now existing there. The Senate after consideration of 
the condition of the present structures and the amount of business 
carried on by this post office agreed to grant the authority requested, 
and the Senate recedes. 

Fort Rucker, Ala.: In this instance, there were internal changes 
within the total for this station. The House approved a figure which 
was $26,000 larger than that approved by the Senate. ‘The House 
recedes. 

Fort Sam Houston, Tex.: The item in disagreement was an aircraft 
hangar with a shop. The House authorized this item while the 
Senate deleted it. Upon restudy of the background material sup- 
porting the provision of this hangar, the conferees agreed that the 
authority requested should be granted, and the Senate recedes. 

Fort Leonard Wood, Mo.: Here was an internal change in the figure 
approved, with the House authorizing $40,000 more than the Senate. 
The House recedes. 

Fort Ord, Calif.: The House authorized a storage building for air- 
craft parts while the Senate deleted the item. The House recedes. 

Various locations: This reduction by the Senate represents the 
largest individual cut in the Army title of the bill. The reduction 
resulted from the restudy of our antiaircraft defense and the Senate 
version represents the agreed position of the Department of Defense 
as a result of the study. The House recedes. 

Section 102: The Senate reduced this item by $1.5 million. Again, 
this reduction is in accordance with the agreed plan referred to above 
relating to our antiaircraft defense. ‘The House recedes. 

Section 103: This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army to 
proceed with construction made necessary by changes in Army mis- 
sions, new weapons developments, new and upforeseen research and 
development requirements, or improved production schedules, if the 
Secretary of Defense determines that deferral of such construction for 
inclusion in the next military construction authorization act would be 
inconsistent with interests of national security. A notification pro- 
cedure to the Committees on Armed Services is contained in the 
section. As the bill was presented to the Congress, the authority 
requested was in the amount of $17,500,000. The House cut this 
figure to $5,000,000. The Senate raised the House figure to 
$10,000,000. 

The House conferees agreed that in view of the rapid changes in 
weapons development and the nec ‘essarily rapid revisions in research 
and development, the allowance of $10,000,000 was not unreasonable, 
and the House recedes. It is pointed out that this authorization will 
expire as of September 30, 1960, except with respect to those projects 
concerning which the committees have been notified prior to that date. 
The authority, therefore, is neither continuing nor cumulative. 
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TITLE II 
Navy 


Only eight items in the Navy portion of the bill were in disagree- 
ment. They are as follows: 


Naval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif.: The House granted authority 
for the construction of a hospital at this new installation while the 
Senate deleted it as it did several other hospitals in the program on the 
basis that hospital costs throughout the program were excessive. 
The Senate receded with an amendment which reduces the cost of the 
hospital to an amount which the conferees agreed is adequate (hos- 
pitals generally are dealt with later in this report). 

Marine Corps AAS, Yuma, Ariz.: The House approved the installa- 
tion of a navigational aid at this installation. Subsequent to the 
House action the FAA revealed that it was going to install a similar 
navigational aid in the same area, and the item therefore became 
unnecessary. The Senate deleted the item and the House recedes. 

Naval Air Station, Patuxent River Command: At this installation 
the House allowed a fueling station for the P6M seaplane. The 
Senate deleted the item and the conferees agreed that other facilities 
could be used. The House recedes. 

Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu, Calif.: Here the Senate cut 
$50,000 from the $30,050,000 figure. The House recedes. 

NAS, Rota, Spain: The program for this installation as submitted 
to the Congress contemplated the expenditure of $11,934,000. After 
considerable deliberation the House granted the authorization re- 
quested. The Senate deleted the item in its entirety but later, upon 
submission by the Navy of a revised plan, reinserted the item in the 
amount of $5,400,000. The House conferees have reviewed the 
revised plan and agreed that it will serve the purposes of this installa- 
tion. ‘The House recedes. 

Naral Radio Station, Lualualei, Oahu, Hawaii: The House granted 
authority for the construction of ground drainage facilities at this 
installation. The Senate deleted the item. The conferees agreed 
that while the facilities requesied were desirable, the amount planned 
for expenditure by the Navy was excessive and, therefore, permitted 
the authority to remain but reduced the cost to $350,000, with the 
Senate receding with an amendment. 

Section 202: In the classified facilities the House granted the total 
amount requested. Subsequent revisions in the program and the use 
of prior authority and funds permitted the reduction of this item sub- 
sequent to House consideration. The Senate effected the reduction 
referred to, and the House recedes. 

Section 203: This section is identical in its language with section 103 
which is described in detail under the Army title (sec. 103). For the 
reasons cited under the Army title the House conferees agreed to an 
authority in the amount of $10,000,000, and the House recedes, 
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TITLE III 


Arr Force 


Most of the variances between the House and Senate versions of 
the bill in title III related to minor items of construction which the 
House had deleted during its consideration of the bill. The items 
involved were for the most part parachute and dinghy shops at vari- 
ous installations, explosive storage, land easements, and repair shops. 
None of these represented substantial amounts, and with respect to 
most of them the House recedes. 

There are set out below only those major items which were in dis- 
agreement. 

NORAD Headquarters, Colorado Springs, Colo.: This item appeared 
in the bill as it was submitted to the Congress. The House committee 
in accordance with its usual policy struck the item from the bill 
because its location had not been determined and therefore did not 
appear to be an item of sufficient firmness to warrant approval. 
Shortly after House action on the bill the Department of Defense 
established the location of this headquarters and communicated its 
decision to the House and Senate. The Senate therefore inserted the 
item in the bill, and since the action of the House was based solely 
upon the lack of specific location the House recedes. 

Laurence G. Hanscom Field, Bedford, Mass.: The House approved 
a research and professional library at this installation while the Senate 
deleted the item. The conferees agreed that a library for the pur- 
poses stated should be provided at this important installation but 
reduced the cost of it from $806,000 to $500,000, with the Senate 
receding with an amendment. The conferees agreed that it should be 
clearly understood that this library will be available for use by all 
interested personnel, that is, those connected with Lincoln Labora- 
rie Mitre (MIT), and ADSID (Air Defense Systems Integration 

ivision). 

Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls, Tex.: The House granted 
authority for the construction of a hospital at this installation while 
the Senate, as is indicated previously in this report, deleted it together 
with several other hospitals on the basis that hospital costs throughout 
the program were excessive. The Senate recedes with an amendment 
which reduces the cost of the hospital to an amount which the con- 
ferees agree is sufficient to construct an adequate facility (hospitals 
generally are dealt with later in this report). 

Clinton County Air Force Base, Ohio: At this installation, as at the 
one immediately above, the House authorized the construction of a 
hospital while the Senate deleted the item. The Senate recedes with 
an amendment which reduces the cost of the hospital. 

Turner Air Force Base, Albany, Ga.: The House authorized the 
construction of a photographic laboratory at this installation, the 
facility to be used by MATS in connection with their mapping activi- 
ties. The Senate deleted the item, and the House recedes. 

George Air Force Base, Calif.: As in the other installations previously 
cited, the House approved but the Senate struck the hospital proposed 
for this installation. The conferees agreed upon a lower figure for the 
construction cost of the hospital, and the Senate recedes with an 
amendment. 
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Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, S.C.: Authority for an aircraft inspec- 
tion and repair shop was granted by the House at this station. The 
Senate deleted the item. The Senate recedes. 

Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii: The House deleted the construc- 
tion pregaes for this facility but the requested authority was granted 
by the Senate. Based on further, more detailed, information sup- 
— the granting of authority for this construction, the House 
recedes. 

Various locations (Europe): The differences between the House and 
Senate figures in this case resulted from a number of internal changes 
and the deletion of a classified facility by the House. The conferees 
upon reexamination of the classified items proposed, agreed that the 
authority requested should be granted, and the House recedes. 

Section 802: This variance between the House and Senate represents 
the largest difference between the House and Senate versions in title 
ITI. The resultant lower figure which was that granted by the 
Senate is in consonance with the new antiaircraft defense plan sub- 
mitted by Secretary of Defense McElroy, and the House for this 
reason recedes. 

Section 303: This section is identical in its language with section 
103 which is described in detail under the Army title (sec. 103). For 
the reasons cited under the Army title the conferees agreed to an 
authority in the amount of $10,000,000, and the Senate recedes with 
an amendment. 

Capehart housing: There were a substantial number of variances 
between the House and Senate versions of title III with respect to 
line items for Capehart family housing. Many of them reflected 
plans of the Air Force which were not complete at the time the House 
was considering the bill. After review of the housing needs at the 
various installations involved the House accepted all of the changes, 
except that relating to Charleston AFB, S.C., made by the Senate, 
with the conferees also agreeing that the limitation of 20,000 units 
for the coming 15 months would remain in the bill. 

Section 307: No section similar to this appeared in the House version 
of the bill. The section would require that all contracts for acquisi- 
tions of real estate, grading, landscaping, construction, alteration, etc., 
at the Air Force Academy which provided for an expenditure in 
excess of $25,000 would require specific legislation to be enacted here- 
after. After a review by the conferees of the status of the construc- 
tion program of the Air Force Academy it was determined that this 
provision would not serve a useful purpose and it was deleted, with 
the Senate receding. 

A new Section 307 was inserted by the conferees reading as follows: 

Sec. 307. The Secretary of the Air Force is authorized to make a study of the 
need for grade separation on “Old Loop No. 13” which traverses a portion of 


Lackland Air Force Base, Texas. Expenditure of $25,000 out of appropriations 
available to the Department of the Air Force is authorized for such study. 
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TITLE IV 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Many of the general provisions are identical to those which appeared 
in previous military construction laws and with respect to these there 
A no disagreement between the Senate and House versions of the 

ill. 

Variations in the general provisions between the two versions of the 
bill are as follows: 

Section 406: This section preserves certain authorities which would 
otherwise expire under the law. Among them is subsection (i) 
dealing with authorization for a hospital at Fort Jackson, S.C. The 
Senate had agreed to the preservation of this authority but had limited 
the per-bed cost of the hospital to $16,000. The conferees agreed 
that the bed cost at this hospital should be brought into general 
conformity with similar costs at other hospitals and changed the 
$16,000 figure to $20,000. 

Section 408: This section corresponds to section 512 of Public Law 
85-685 and would amend section 406 of Public Law 85-241 so as to 
exempt one additional category of family housing—i.e. rental- 
guarantee housing, from the present requirement for inclusion in the 
annual Military Construction Act. 

The only difference between the House and Senate versions was the 
addition by the Senate of a limitation restricting the number of rental- 
guarantee units to be contracted for to not more than 5,(00 units 
prior to June 30, 1964. The House recedes. 

Section 409: This section which relates to the leasing of property in 
the Ryukyu Islands (Okinawa) did not appear in the House version of 
the bill. The plans of the Department of Defense with respect to 
the authority requested in this section had not matured until after 
House action had been taken on the bill. The House recedes. 

Section 412: The House version of the bill contained no provision 
similar to this. The Senate inserted a provision which would have 
prevented the appropriation of any funds after December 31, 1959, to 
or for the use of any armed forces for the design, development, or 
procurement of aircraft or missiles unless the appropriation of such 
funds had been specifically authorized by legislation enacted after 
that date. 

The conferees agreed that the words “design” and “development” 
should be stricken from the language and that it be directed solely 
to the procurement of aircraft and missiles. The conferees also 
agreed that the date after which authorizing legislation would be 
necessary should be changed from December 31, 1959, to December 31, 
1960. Also inserted by the conferees was a similar requirement with 
respect to naval vessels. 

The conferees are in agreement that proper discharge of the legis- 
lative responsibilities of the Armed Services Committes requires 
an authorization of the aircraft, missile, and naval vessel procurement 
programs and that a thorough examination of these areas might serve 
to reduce the enormous cost of defense and be of assistance to the 
— on Appropriations in their consideration of the Defense 

udget. 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, FISCAL YEAR, 1960° 39 


To implement this agreement, the conferees agreed to insert a new 
section 412 which will require the submission to the two Houses of a 
detailed statement with respect to those portions of the budget which 
relate to the procurement of aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels and 
also with respect to the procurement currently being made in these 
areas. 

The new section, therefore, will give the two committees a year 
within which to make such internal changes in their committee struc- 
ture as may be necessary and to study the field of aircraft, missile, and 
naval vessel procurement. After this year of preparation, the com- 
mittees will then be ready to function in the legislative area and will be 
prepared to submit to their respective Houses soundly conceived and 
clearly presented programs for legislative consideration. 

The conferees wish to point out that in referring to “aircraft,” 
“missiles,” and ‘naval vessels” it intends to refer only to operational 
aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels since it is to procurement in this 
area that the committees are directing this new requirement for 
specific legislative authorization. 

The conferees cannot overemphasize their concern over the large 
expenditures entailed in procurement of aircraft, missiles, and naval 
vessels under the existing broad statutory authorization, as well as 
the associated expenditures generated in other major budget cate- 
gories. The conferees agreed that an effective method for main- 
taining proper surveillance over this procurement would be in the 
manner described above. The Senate recedes with an amendment. 

Section 413: This section was added by the Senate committee since 
attention had recently been drawn to the fact that rectification and 
deepening of the Houston ship channel will require the use of certain 
areas which lie within the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot. The ord- 
nance depot is being disposed of by the General Services Administra- 
tion and this section will exclude from the disposal the areas needed 
for the deepening and rectification of the channel. Planning with 
respect to this matter had not matured prior to completion of action 
on the bill by the House. The House recedes. 

Section 414: This section, which extends the Capehart Family 
Housing Act until September 30, 1960, and limits the number of 
Capehart housing units to an additional 20,000 units during that 
period, was inserted by the Senate committee. Since the - Pres- 
ident vetoed S. 57, the Housing Act of 1960, the inclusion of the ex- 
tension of the Capehart Act was indeed provident. The House con- 
ferees had no objection to this extension nor to the limitation imposed. 
The House recedes. 

Section 415: The Senate committee during its consideration of the 
bill inserted language which would have substituted the Government 
in toto for title insurance companies in performing functions relating 
to real property on which Capehart housing is proposed for 
construction. 

The conferees agreed that the Senate language should remain in 
the bill but should be modified by a proviso which permits the Secre- 
tary of Defense to expend funds for title insurance if it is found 
impossible to finance the construction of a Capehart project without 
this action. The proviso also grants authority for the use of the 
Wherry housing revolving fund to pay the cost involved in obtaining 
title search and title insurance. 
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In the utilization of this additional authority, a requirement is 
imposed that the Committees on Armed Services be promptly notified 
of each determination by the Secretary of Defense in this area. 

Section 418: This section, which was inserted by the Senate, 
amends section 404(c) (2) of the Housing Amendments of 1955 in such 
fashion as to require that the deposit made into the Registry of the 
Court in condemnation proceedings involving Wherry housing shall 
be an amount truly representative of the Wherry owner’s equity in 
the project. The section details how this end will be achieved. This 
section would also provide that where the condemnee draws out of 
the Registry of the Court an amount greater than the value of the 
property as ultimately determined by the court, he shall pay to the 
Government 4 percent per annum on such excess from the time such 
sum was deposited in the Registry of the Court. The House recedes. 

Section 419: In the House version of the bill, there was no section 
corresponding to section 419. The Senate inserted language which 
would require that the Secretary of Defense report to the Armed 
Services Committees of the Senate and the House with respect to 
several individual elements relating to air defense. 

The conferees agreed that a new section be inserted requiring that 
the Secretary of Defense report to the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives the results of a complete review of all previously authorized 
surface-to-air missile sites. The report on this review is to provide 
assurance that the review revealed the military necessity for the 
construction of the sites selected; that the performance and capability 
of the missiles selected for the respective sites are in consonance with 
the military requirements, so as to eliminate, so far as is possible, 
any overlapping of missions or duplication of weapons systems. 

The new section will require also that the report devote particular 
attention to the feasibility or desirability of modifying or expediting 
any of the missile programs for either defense or offense. The Senate 
recedes with an amendment. 

Section 420: This section, which had no corresponding language in 
the House version of the bill, would authorize the use of funds gen- 
erated by surplus commodity disposals to be used for military con- 
struction generally rather than for family housing and community 
facilities Teak, which is the case today. As worded in the Senate 
version of the bill, the authorization would apply only to projects 
authorized by this act. The conferees agreed to modify this language 
so as to give it application to “any project authorized.” 


HospitraLs 


During the consideration of the construction bill in the Senate, six 
hospitals which had been approved by the House were stricken from 
the bill until, as the Senate report stated, ‘‘more realistic cost esti- 
mates are forthcoming * * *.” The Senate committee stated in the 
report that it did not intend to imply that these hospitals are not 
needed, but simply that cost estimates appear to be entirely un- 
realistic. Subsequent to the Senate consideration of the bill, the 
Department of Defense submitted further cost estimates on the hos- 
pitals which were somewhat lower than those set out in the bill. The 
conferees were of the view that the costs still could be considered to 
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be too high and they therefore reduced the cost of all of the hospitals 
by approximately $24 million. 

These projects have been approved; however, it is expected that 
further investigations by the Department of Defense and the military 
departments concerned will be made with a view to effecting further 
savings within the totals whenever practicable. The investigation 
should include a review of the necessity for the planned mobilization 
expansion as well as the need for providing additional space for 
emergency expansion to care for a large input of patients due to un- 
foreseen circumstances such as epidemics and catastrophes. 


Revisep PLAN ror Arr CoNTINENTAL DeEFrENsE 


The revised plan which is referred to in the Statement in both 
titles I and III resulted in substantial reductions in these two titles. 
The plan provides for a reduction and revision in the planned deploy- 
ment of both BOMARC and NIKE-HERCULES missile sites, and a 
revision and strengthening of the electronic ground environment so 
necessary to the control of the weapons and the air battle. 

The BOMARC deployment will be on the perimeter of the east and 
west coasts and the Canadian border. This deployment is in keeping 
with the Furnas report. The NIKE defenses will continue to provide 
for the urban areas now protected, and will be extended to certain 
carefully selected Strategic Air Command sites. Although it does not 
affect the military construction authorization bill, the plan further 
provides for putting more funds, some $137 million, into the NIKE- 
ZEUS antimissile missile program for engineering development type 
of work. 

Use or Prior AvuTHORIZATIONS 


The conferees wish to point out that among the deletions from the 
program contained in the bill are certain items for which there is a 
continuing construction requirement to adequately protect certain 
Strategic Air Command bases and other existing missile sites. It is 
proposed that this construction will be performed under authorization 
granted in the fiscal year 1959 law. It is desired, therefore, to make it 
a matter of record that authority for construction granted by Public 
Law 85-685 may be used to construct the items referred to above with 
the specific understanding that there will be construction for no more 
than 15 new SAC base defenses. 


TITLE V 
Reserve Forces FActuities 


Under the Senate amendments to the Reserve Forces facilities title 
of the military construction bill, $57,695,000 was authorized for Re- 
serve facilities projects, whereas the bill as passed by the House pro- 
vided $57,128,000 for such projects, resulting in a difference of $567,- 
000 in authorization authority. 

Although the total dollar authorization contained in the House and 
Senate version are somewhat different, the Senate version rescinded 

revious authorizations in the amount of $1,251,000, whereas the 
ouse version rescinded only $628,000 of previous authorization. 
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Thus, the actual net difference in the total new authorization was 
limited to $56,000 and therefore the House and Senate bills provided 
an almost identical amount of new dollar authorization for Reserve 
Forces facilities. 

Inasmuch as the changes made in the amounts of new authorization 
and rescissions of previously granted authorization were almost en- 
tirely made at the request of the Department of Defense and the 
National Guard Bureau, the House recedes from its position and 
accepts the Senate substitutions. 


DIFFERENCES IN DoLuLAR AUTHORIZATIONS 


As the bill passed the House, the authorities granted in the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and Reserve components titles totaled $1,252,608,- 
000. The corresponding authority granted in the Senate version of 
the bill totaled $1,211,480,000 or $41,128,000 less than the House 
version. The total agreed to by the conferees for titles I, II, III, and 
V is $1,225,475,150. This latter sum is $27,132,850 less than the 
House version and $13,995,150 more than the Senate version. 
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FOREWORD 


This report, as required by Public Law 42, 86th Congress, is here- 
with respectfully submitted. This report describes the important 
discussions of the second meeting of the Canada-United States Inter- 
parliamentary Group, held at Montreal and Ottawa, Canada, June 
25-28, 1959, in which delegations from the House and Senate par- 
ticipated. 

These meetings mark a significant beginning in what will be a 
continuing and sustained effort to promote mutual understanding and 
good will between Canada and the United States. The conclusions 
in this report emphasize: “As future meetings involve additional 

arliamentarians from both countries. the work of the group cannot 
ail to have a helpful effect on the deliberations of the legislative bodies 
of both countries in deliberations affecting United States-Canadian 


relations.” 
Epna F. Keuiy, Chairman. 


JuLy 29, 1959. 
Iv 
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86TH CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Report 
1st Session No. 730 


SECOND MEETING OF THE CANADA-UNITED STATES 
INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP 


Juty 29, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mrs. Ketty, from the delegation of the U.S. House of Representatives 
to the second meeting of the Canada-United States Interparliamen- 
tary Group, submitted the following 


REPORT 


{Pursuant to Public Law 42, 86th Cong.] 


BAacKGROUND 


The United States and Canada share a common geography. Each 
of these nations has a common heritage, common interests, and com- 
mon objectives in domestic, national, and international relations. 
Each of these sovereign nations has economic, diplomatic, and mili- 
tary problems which directly derive from their close association and 
from the threat to the free world of the Communist leaders of the 
Kremlin in their desire to enslave mankind. Their celebrated unde- 
fended common border, which is proof to the world of the ability of 
two nations to live peaceably with each other, nevertheless gives rise 
to many problems which test their capacity to resolve. 

On the executive level of government between Canada and the 
United States, there has been and is a close relationship. The need 
for closer understanding on the legislative level has been brought to 
our attention in the Special Study Mission Report of Representative 
Brook Hays and Representative Frank M. Coffin! which was issued 
on May 5, 1958, following a study of the relations between the United 
States and Canada. In this report they recommended exploration of 
formal recognition of United States-Canadian relationships as a con- 
tinuing area of interest by a subcommittee or a joint committee. 
They further recommended periodic visits to each country by the 
parliamentarians of the other. 

Prime Minister Diefenbaker of Canada on June 8, 1958, endorsed 
the Hays-Coffin recommendation ? and suggested the formation of an 


1H. Rept. No. 1766, 85th Cong., 2d sess. 
3 Speech at Wesleyan University, Middletown, Conn., June 8, 1958, 
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interparliamentary group. Following this suggestion, Senator Aiken 
of Vermont introduced Senate Resolution 359 in the U.S. Senate, 
authorizing a study of the problem of United States and Canadian 
parliamentary liaison. S. 359 passed the U.S. Senate on August 8, 
1958. Following its passage, Senator Aiken visited Canada and 
undertook discussions with Speaker Michener of the Canadian House 
of Commons and Speaker Drouin of the Canadian Senate, looking 
toward the formation of an interparliamentary group and establishing 
the framework for such an organization. Subsequently, Repre- 
sentatives Hays and Coffin again visited Canada with the approval 
of the Speaker of the House and held further discussions with Cana- 
dian officials concerning the establishment of such a group. 

The first meeting of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary 
Group was held on January 9 and 10, 1959, in Washington.° 

The delegation from the U.S. Senate was appointed by the chair- 
man of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the delegation 
from the House of Representatives was appointed by the Speaker 
of the House. 

At the January meeting there was discussion of topics of mutual 
concern to the United States and Canada, of agenda for future meet- 
ings, and of the procedural mechanisms which would be necessary. 

On February 18, 1959, the Honorable Edna F. Kelly introduced 
House Joint Resolution 254, authorizing U.S. participation in the 
Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group, providing proce- 
dural guidelines and authorizing the appropriation of funds for the 
expenses of the U.S. delegations to meetings. The resolution passed 
the House of Representatives on April 15, 1959, and passed thie 
Senate on June 1, 1959, with amendments. The resolution was 
approved by the President on June 11, 1959, thereby becoming 
Public Law 86-42. 

At the January meetings an invitation was extended by the Cana- 
dian group to the U.S. delegation for meetings to be held in Montreal 
and Ottawa in connection with the opening of the St. Lawrence Sea- 
way. The invitation included 24 U.S. representatives. 

‘he President of the Senate named the following as representatives 
of the Senate: Senator George Aiken (chairman), Senator J. W. Ful- 
bright, Senator Theodore Francis Green, Senator Alexander Wiley, 
Senator Hubert Humphrey, Senator Homer Capehart, Senator Mike 
Mansfield, Senator Wayne Morse, Senator Frank Carlson, Senator 
T’rank Church, Senator J. Allen Frear, and Senator E. L. (Bob) Bart- 
lett; and the Speaker of the House of Representatives named the fol- 
lowing Members to the House of Representatives group: Representa- 
tive Edna F. Kelly (chairman), Representative Frank M. Coffin, 
Representative Chester E. Merrow, Representative Walter H. Judd, 
Representative Harold D. Cooley, Representative Russell V. Mack, 
Representative Wayne N. Aspinall, Representative Gerald R. Ford, 
Jr., Representative Sidney R. Yates, Representative Frank Ikard, 


* The members of the Canadian delegation to this meeting were: Hon. Mark Drouin, Speaker of the Sen- 
ate; Hon. William R. Brunt of Hanover, Ontario; Hon. Sydney John Smith of Kamloops, British Colum- 
bia; Hon. Roland Michener, Speaker of the House of Commons; Hon. Lionel Chevrier, Member for Laurier; 
Hazen Argue, Member for Assiniboia; William L. Houck, Member for Niagara Falls; Erik Nielsen, Mem- 
ber for Yukon, and Richard D. Thrasher, Member for Essex South. 

The members of the U.S. delegation were: Senator George D. Aiken, Vermont; Senator Homer Cape- 
hart, Indiana; Senator Mike Mansfield, Montana; Senator Wayne L. Morse, Oregon; Representative 
Edna F. Kelly, New York; Representative Frank M. Coffin, Maine; Representative Chester E. Merrow, 
New Hampshire, and Representative Walter H. Judd, Minnesota. 

These delegates constitute the steering group of the Ganada-United States Interparliamentary Group. 
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Representative Leonor K. Sullivan, and Representative Thaddeus 
J. Dulski. 

The Canadian delegation was composed of the following: From the 
Canadian Senate: Speaker Mark R. Drouin, Hon. William R. Brunt, 
Hon. Lionel Choquette, Hon. Mrs. F. E. Inman, Hon. Norman Lam- 
bert, and Hon. Sydney J. Smith; from the House of Commons: 
Speaker Roland Michener, Miss Margaret Aitken, Mr. Richard A. 
Bell, Mr. Lloyd R. Crouse, Mr. Erik Nielsen, Mr. Arthur Smith, Mr. 
R. D. Thrasher, Mr. Egan Chambers, Mr. W. L. M. Creaghan, Mr. 
Paul Martineau, Mr. H. C. McQuillan, Mr. George R. Muir, Hon. 
Lionel Chevrier, Hon. Paul T. Hellyer, Mr. A. Denis, Mr. Alan A. 
Macnaughton, Mr. Gabriel Roberge, and Mr. Hazen Argue. 


JUNE 25-28 MEETINGS 


The second meeting of the Canada-United States Interparlia- 
mentary Group took place in Montreal and Ottawa, June 25 through 
June 28. Meetings were held in Montreal on June 25 and 26, and 
in Ottawa on June 27. In addition to the above-mentioned delegates, 
Senators Dennis Chavez, Francis Case, Edmund S. Muskie, Winston 
L. Prouty, and Representatives Joseph W. Barr, Byron L. Johnson, 
and Robert R. Barry served as de facto alternates. 

Two plenary sessions were held, one at the opening of the meetings 
and the other at the close. The remaining sessions were broken down 
into three sections each. Each section was composed of eight Cana- 
dian representatives and eight United States representatives. Each 
of the sections was devoted to one of the main agenda items; that is, 
(1) defense and defense production, (2) economic and trade problems, 
and (3) boundary waters. In each case, since the Canadians were 
the hosts to this meeting, a Canadian delegate served as chairman of 
the panel, while two U.S. delegates were named for each meeting to 
serve as associate chairmen. ‘The defense section was chaired by 
Speaker Drouin of the Canadian Senate. The associate chairmen 
for the United States were Representative Edna F. Kelly, and Senator 
George D. Aiken. The economic and trade problems section was 
chaired by Speaker Roland Michener of the Canadian House of Com- 
mons, while the associate chairmen for the United States were Senator 
Wayne Morse (Oregon) and Representative Walter H. Judd (Min- 
nesota). The boundary-waters section was chaired by Mr. Erik 
Nielsen, member of Parliament, and the associate chairmen were 
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey (Minnesota) and Representative 
Frank M. Coffin (Maine). 

Under the procedures adopted by the group at the first meeting in 
January each delegation is to make a report to its own legislative 
body. It was generally agreed at that time and reaffirmed at the 
June meetings that the delegations would not make recommendations 
to their respective legislatures. ‘The reasoning behind this decision 
is that the group is primarily a forum for discussion of mutual prob- 
lems and a mechanism whereby mutual understanding can be fur- 
thered. It is the purpose of these meetings to enable the legislators 
of the respective countries to become better acquainted with each 
other’s problems and thereby to bring more knowledge and under- 
standing to bear in the consideration of legislation which bears on 
relationships between the United States and Canada. 
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Similarly, the group followed the rules laid down at the January 
meetings with respect to chairmanships. Under this procedure 
the host country provides the chairman for each meeting, while 
the chairmen from the visiting delegation are jointly responsible for 
the responses of their respective delegations. Pursuant to under- 
standings reached between the U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of 
Representatives, future meetings in the United States will be presided 
over by a “chairman for the meeting.”” The “chairman for the meet- 
ing”’ will be the presiding officer, but he will be assisted by and equally 
responsible with the cochairman from the other U.S. legislative body. 
The “chairmanship for the meeting” will rotate between the U.S. 
Senate and the U.S. House of Representatives. 

Each section made a report of its work to the final plenary session. 
These reports, which will not be published, endeavor to summarize 
the discussion and conclusions of the section. A press release (com- 
munique) was issued jointly by the cochairmen of each delegation, 
at the conclusion of the final plenary session. Much of the material 
contained in the reports is contained in the press release, a copy of 
which is appended. (See ». 9.) 


DEFENSE MATTERS 


The group concluded that there is a broad measure of agreement 
between Canada and the United States on basic defense policies and 
on measures to implement that policy, and that there is an unusual 
degree of interdependence between Canada and the United States 
in the defense field arising from the problem of defending the North 
American Continent. There was general realization that the defense 
problems of the United States and Canada are so inextricably inter- 
twined that, for all practical purposes, the two countries should, in 
this area, be considered as a single entity. The group stressed the 
need for legislators to have maximum access to defense information 
consistent with security considerations. This necessity arises from 
the responsibility of legislators to make decisions relating to defense 
expenditures. 

The Canadian group placed particular emphasis on the desirability 
of utilizing Canadian engineering skills and industrial capacity in 
defense production, both in the production and in the research and 
development field. The U.S. representatives agreed that there was 
considerable merit to the Canadian point of view but stressed that 
implementation of such a policy must of necessity be subject to numer- 
ous practical considerations. 

The group was agreed that there is a need for exchange of views 
between Canadian and U.S. legislators on matters of common concern 
in the defense field so that they may discharge their responsibilities 
more effectively. The group was of the opinion that the formation of 
the interparliamentary group is a welcome development in this area. 

The group discussed numerous other topics including the need for 
manned aircraft in the air defense of the continent, problems arising 
from the stationing of U.S. troops in Canada, control and storage of 
nuclear warheads, development of the Alaskan-United States Highway 
and channels of communication between the United States and Cana- 
dian Governments on defense matters. 
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ECONOMIC AND TRADE MATTERS 


The section on economic and trade problems discussed problems 
between the United States and Canada arising from trade in oil, gas, 
uranium, lead and zinc, copper, nickel, iron ore and aluminum. 

Oil.—The Canadians expressed satisfaction that the United States 
had exempted Canada from the mandatory import controls on crude 
oil and expressed the hope that the exemption in favor of Canada 
would continue. Concern was expressed by the Canadians that the 
U.S. decision might be frustrated by administrative regulations. 
In the opinion of the U.S. members, the exemption in favor of Canada 
was aD important precedent. The view was expressed by the U.S. 
members that there seemed to be no foreseeable probability of a reim- 
position of import controls on Canadian oil. The Canadians also 
urged the removal of the current 10 cents per barrel import duty on 
Canadian oil which, in their opinion, places Canadian producers at a 
serious economic disadvantage. The U.S. members, however, pointed 
out that the present oil surplus creates serious economic difficulties in 
some parts of the United States. There was general agreement that 
the oil problem must be considered on a continental basis. 

The U.S. delegation pointed out that Canadian oil can move 
economically into certain portions of the United States. They added, 
however, that in the event oil supplies were to be imperiled by polit- 
ical disturbances in other dmndacon regions of the world, it might 
be essential to move U.S. oil to Europe, thereby creating an even 
larger American market for Canadian oil. In the opinion of some 
U.S. delegates this is a security factor which cannot be overlooked, 
and it must be taken into consideration in the oil supply pattern. 

Natural gas.—The section discussed the difficulties attending efforts 
to export Canadian natural gas to deficiency areas in the United 
States. The principal difficulty is the delay in securing administra- 
tive approval for such transactions. The Canadians suggested that 
the Federal Power Commission be authorized to admit as evidence 
material which is earlier submitted to and accepted by the Canadian 
Energy Board. Such a process would reduce the time for adminis- 
trative decision and would simplify the administrative procedure. 

Uranium.—Current overproduction of uranium creates serious 
economic difficulties in both the United States and Canada. The 
Canadian members expressed the hope that the United States would 
continue to buy substantial quantities of Canadian uranium even 
after the expiration of the present long-term contracts, most of which 
come to an end in 1962 and 1963. The Canadians pointed out that 
Canadian production of uranium had been expanded at the request of 
the United States when there was a deficiency in uranium. Now that 
there is an oversupply, the Canadians believe that their producers 
should not be foreclosed from the market. 

The U.S. delegates pointed out that the United States and Canada 
each contributed what they had in order to meet a common threat 
during the period when uranium production was being expanded. 
Canada contributed its raw materials, while the United States con- 
tributed its processing capacity, weapons know-how, and capital. 

Some members on the US. side suggested as a solution the scaling 


down of quantities currently being delivered under the Canadian 
long-term contracts with a concurrent extension of these contracts 
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into the future. The problems connected with the marketing of 
uranium were discussed at considerable length. 

The U.S. delegates alluded to the wevbeuide power shortage. In 
view of this power shortage the long-term prospects for uranium 
production are good. It is mevitable that uranium will become a 
source of large-scale power and will thereby help meet the shortage. 
Consequently, in their view the long-term prospects for Canadian 
uranium are good. 

Lead and zine.—The Canadians expressed concern over the recent 
imposition of import quotas on lead and zine by the United States. 
Fear was expressed for the future of Canadian producers if import 
quotas are maintained. The Canadian members also forcefully 
contended that the U.S. restrictions on lead and zine imports were 
contrary to the obligations of the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade. Some U.S. members suggested that an alternative method 
might be a combination of production subsidies and of a mandatory 
increase in the tariff. The group wag in general agreement, however 
that lead and zine problems should be considered on a continenta 
basis and from a long-term point of view. 

It was the general consensus that in the long run economic factors 
are such that the Canadian mines should be able to sell lead and zinc 
profitably to the United States. 

Copper.—The Canadian members were apprehensive of the possi- 
bility that import controls might be introduced on imports of copper 
into the United States. Apprehension was also expressed that the 
copper market may be further affected by sales from U.S. strategic 
stockpiles. The U.S. delegation expressed the view that there was 
little likelihood that copper would be released from the stockpiles 
since there would be no substantial economic advantages to the 
United States from such action. 

Iron ore, aluminum, and nickel.—Iron ore: The U.S. delegates 
pointed out that the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway may very 
well slow down the utilization and sale of low-grade U.S. ores since 
the great U.S. deposits of high-grade ore are fairly well depleted. 
Considerable expense was incurred by the United States in the 
development of the lower grade ores. Now that relatively high- 
grade Canadian ore is available, the U.S. delegation believes that 
some steps should be taken to insure utilization of the U.S. deposits. 
The Canadians are disturbed at the growing competition from Chilean 
and Brazilian mines developed with U.S. capital. 

Aluminum: The Canadian members pointed out that Canadian 
production of aluminum was only 55 percent of capacity while U.S. 
production is being maintained at approximately 85 or 90 percent of 
productive capacity. The Canadians suggested that the United 
States should buy more Canadian fabricated aluminum products. 

Nickel: The recent entry into production of U.S. mines in Cuba 
has caused concern in Canada. The Canadians are also disturbed 
that unrefined Cuban nickel enters the United States free of duty while 
Canadian exports in the form of refined metal are subject to duty. 

General considerations.—It was generally recognized that marketin 

roblems are similar on both sides of the border and that they shoul 
e considered on a long-term continental basis. 

Some of the U.S. delegation was of the opinion that the long-term 

prospects for Canadian minerals and sources of energy are good. 
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Whatever the immediate hardships suffered by the Canadian extrac- 
tive industries, Canada does have huge reserves of minerals and energy 
sources which are not in short supply when viewed on a long-range 
basis. Furthermore, Canadian production will be more efficient than 
production in other areas of the world. Consequently, in their opinion 
the long-term prospects are in favor of the Canadian producers. 

The suggestion was made that a possible solution might be the 
establishment of a continental common market between Canada and 
the United States for basic minerals. It was further suggested that 
this possibility might be extended to all Western Hemisphere countries. 

Mention was made of the initiative taken by the United States in 
establishing an Inter-American Development Bank. 


BOUNDARY WATERS MATTERS 


The group, meeting as it did in connection with the dedication of 
the St. Lawrence seaway, took adequate notice of the unprecedented 
achievement of both countries which made possible the completion of 
one of the world’s greatest engineering projects. 

This achievement and indeed these meetings are a good omen of 
further cooperation and the achievement of satisfactory solutions to 
the many problems in this area. 

The group agreed that the jurisdiction of the section on boundary 
waters should include practically all boundary matters, such as com- 
munications, the utilization and conservation of water resources, 
recreation, wilderness areas, etc. It was further agreed that boundary 
waters should be conserved and utilized on a basis which would be 
fair to both countries and in such a manner as to confer maximum 
benefits on both countries. 

The group agreed that unilateral action should not be taken in 
legislative or administrative matters affecting the interests of both 
countries without entering into discussions aimed at reconciling 
divergent views. 

It was agreed that the steering group of the Canada-United States 
Interparliamentary Group should explore the adequacy of existing 
bodies and procedures having jurisdiction over boundary-waters 
problems, specifically the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence seaway, and 
report its findings with suggestions to the group. 

The group concluded that it would be desirable for the International 
Joint Commission to finalize its plans for the joint development of 
the Columbia River so that the optimum development of the Columbia 
Basin might get underway as soon as possible. 

A presentation was made to the section on the problem of the 
Chicago diversion and the group expressed its hope that consultation 
between the United States and Canada on this subject might lead to 
constructive proposals. The group recommended that the steering 
committee of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group 
collect all existing reports, studies, and other data relating to problems 
of pollution, recreation, conservation, power utilization, industrial 
development, port facilities, and navigation in the Great Lakes area. 
It was recommended to the steering committee that it review and 
evaluate this material looking toward the making of further sugges- 
tions at the next meeting of the steering committee. 


59015°—59 H. Rept., 86-1, vol. 5 31 
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The group noted with interest the pend'ng economic feasibility 
studies of the Passamaquoddy tidal power project and noted the 
possibility that the study may indicate that mutual benefits will 
accrue to areas in both countries if the power could be made available. 
Mention was also made of the preservation of a Minnesota wilderness 
area and the development of mutually beneficial electric power grids 
along the international border. 

The group noted that many of the irritations between the United 
States and Canada are frequently the product of fundamental differ- 
ences which exist between our two systems of government. 


CONCLUSION 


The House section of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary 
Group draws the following conclusions from this second meeting: 

L. The promise of fruitful deliberations held out by the preliminary 
meeting in January was completely fulfilled. 

2. The discussions, both in the three working groups and in the 
plenary sessions, showed on the parts of the participants from both 
nations a moderation and sensitivity to the problems of the other 
nation that made possible to a remarkable degree the outlining of 
substantial areas of agreement, without prejudice to the positions of 
either nation on controversial issues. 

3. The ample opportunity afforded for full discussion of divergent 
views resulted in new knowledge and understanding on the part of all 
delegates. 

4. As future meetings involve additional parliamentarians from both 
countries, the work of the group cannot fail to have a helpful effect on 
the deliberations of the legislative bodies of both countries in deliber- 
ations affecting United States-Canadian relations. In order to take 
advantage of the experience gained by participants in this second 
meeting, future delegations should include a substantial number of 
those who have participated in previous meetings. Such a step will 
insure continuity of knowledge and interest. 

5. The informal and workmanlike manner in which the sessions 
were conducted made a favorable impression upon the Canadian press 
and public. A sensitive editorial in the Ottawa Journal on June 30 
reflected the impression in these words: 

We do not at all expect that because of these Ottawa-Montreal meetings, with 
U.S. Congressmen and Canadian MP’s talking frankly, honestly and realisti- 
cally about eommon problems, that from here on Washington is going to do every- 
thing we would like it to do about our uranium or our oil or about other things 
which concern us. What we may expect, though, is that when such questions 
come before the Congress there will be quite a few there who will have a better 
understanding of Canada’s position. (See appendix, p. 11.) 

6. In like manner it may reasonably be anticipated that problems 
affecting the United States and questions affecting U.S. and Canadian 
relations will receive more sympathetic consideration and understand- 
ing in the Canadian Parliament. 

7. The atmosphere and content of the discussions and their impact 
on the participants and the public confirm, in our opinion, the judg- 
ment af the Congress in passing House Joint Resolution 254. 





APPENDIX 


COMMUNIQUE 


The Canada-United States Inter-Parliamentary Group, consisting 
of twenty-four congressional and twenty-four parliamentary repre- 
sentatives from the two countries, bas met for the past three days in 
Montreal and Ottawa. The two-day session in Montreal had been 
timed to coincide with the formal opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway, 
which all the delegates attended. 

Ata plenary meeting, the Group agreed that it was not its function 
to make recommendations as a body. Each national delegation will 
report as it thinks fit to its respective authorizing bodies. 

Three committees were created to examine the main items of the 
agenda for the talks. as agreed in advance, under the following 
headings: 

(1) Joint defence arrangements and problems, and co-operation 
in defence production. 

(2) Economie and strategic significance of production and trade 
in minerals such as oil and gas, base metals, uranium and 
iron. 

(3) Boundary Waters. 

The Committee on Defence and Defence Production examined the 
basic factors in Canada-United States defence relationship. It noted 
with satisfaction some of the results of Canada-United States defence 
co-operation, as for example the establishment of radar-warning lines 
and North American Air Defence Command, and recognized the sig- 
nificant contribution these joint efforts were making to the defence of 
the peoples and resources of the continent. There was complete agree- 
ment that the best hope of avoiding a nuclear war rests in the collec- 
tive determination of the free world to resist aggression and in the 
maintenance of strong deterrent forces. In this context, Canada- 
United States co-operation in air defence assumed special importance. 

In the field of defence and defence production, it was recognized 
that there is a unique degree of interdependence, requiring the best 
use of the resources of the two countries with the minimum duplica- 
tion of effort. Special attention was given to the question of what 
constituted a proper sharing of defence costs in the common effort. 

The delegates noted that the missile threat to North America is 
increasing and that increased attention must be given to that threat. 
There could, however, be no question of dispensing with anti-bomber 
defences in the immediate future. The deldaoten were confident of 
the ability of United States and Canadian scientists and technicians 
to surpass Soviet achievements in the missile field. 

It was recognized that adequate defence planning could be ac- 
complished only by means of regular consultations, at all levels of 
government. Due weight must be given in such consultations to 
political and economic, as well as military, factors. 

9 
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As it is the responsibility of legislators to make decisions relating 
to defence expenditures, the Group stressed the need for Congress 
and Parliament to have the maximum access to defence information 
consistent with security considerations. 

Discussions in the working committee on strategic minerals took 
into account some of the major factors underlying Canada-United 
States economic relations, including Canada’s high degree of depend- 
ence on external trade and the economic implications of the concept 
of integrated North American defence. 

In their consideration of the oil question, the Canadian delegation 
expressed satisfaction at the recent exemption of Canadian oi] from 
the United States mandatory import controls, and the hope that as a 
result Canadian crude oil would have access to the United States 
market on a freely competitive basis. With respect to natural gas, 
it was recognized that the major problem centred around the delays 
in processing applications for licences. The view was put forward 
that through co-operation between the Federal Power Commission 
of the United States and the National Energy Board shortly to be 
established in Canada, this problem might be overcome. 

The Committee’s discussions ranged over a wide variety of base 
metals. There was recognition that the problems in many minerals 
were similar in nature on both sides of the border, and had their 
origin in a temporary situation of world-wide over-production. The 
problems with respect to the marketing of uranium, lead and zinc, 
are particularly acute. It was thought that in order to control and 
limit the harmful consequences of the current over-abundance of 
certain minerals, the problem of marketing these commodities should 
be considered on a continental basis and from a long-term point of 
view. 

The Working ae on Boundary Waters examined a number of 
matters in an atmosphere of cordiality and frankness. It was noted 
that, in the case of Chicago diversion and the regulation of pilotage on 
the Great Lakes, inter-governmental consultations had either been 
proposed or were in progress and the hope was expressed that these 
consultations would lead to constructive proposals that would prove 
mutually satisfactory. The Group noted that industrial development 
and seaway traffic in the Great Lakes region will likely give rise to 
complex problems in such fields as pollution, recreation, conservation, 

ower utilization, industrial location, port facilities and navigation. 

hese problems will be of mutual concern to the United States and 
to Canada; to states as well as to provinces. Further study of these 
problems was indicated. In so far as the Columbia River was con- 
cerned, the Committee reported its satisfaction at recent progress 
made by the International Joint Commission and hoped that, before 
long, the Commission would be making its recommendations to gov- 
ernments so that the governments concerned would be enabled to 
conclude arrangements permitting the development in the Basin to 
get under way at an early date. Such matters as those relating to the 

innesota wilderness area and the Passamaquoddy Development 
were introduced as possibly meriting further consideration at a future 
meeting. 

The Group as a whole, in the course of general discussions, examined 
the origin of some current misunderstandings and noted that some at 
least of these might be attributable to the different forms of govern- 
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ment. It was considered that much could be accomplished by en- 
couraging legislators of the two countries to consult with and seek the 
advice of members who have had the opportunity of the mutual 
exchanges of views which the meetings of the Canada-United States 
Inter-Parliamentary Group provide. 


Orrawa, June 27, 1959. 
{Editorial from Ottawa Journal, June 30, 1959] 


WHEN SensisBLE Neicusors Sit Down To CuHat 


One of our bad habits of recent years has been to expect too much from inter- 
national conferences, and it may well be that we are repeating the error in the 
case of that Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group which met here 
this week-end. 

However, there were things about this gathering which made it different. 

In the first place, these ordinary politicians of the two countries—for that is 
what they were—did not get together in a forest of microphones under TV lights, 
did not have a horde of ‘‘experts”’ at their elbows or on their backs, and were not 
chained to the propaganda or rigid policies of their respective governments. 
Instead, they just sat down informally to have a chat about the problems of their 
respective countries about how such problems flowed over from one country to 
the other, and about the practical difficulties involved for politicians who could 
not ignore easily pressures from constituents. 

This was invaluable. For there is far too much assumption in Canada that 
Canadian problems are the only problems, that politicians in Washington should 
always be ready to do what we want them to do. We do not seem to under- 
stand, judging by a lot of what is said and written, that American politicians 
have their problems, too, and that often the things which we ask them to do are 
precisely the things which their own constituents insist they must not do. 

It is when such things are understood, when problems are properly identified, 
that conferences get a chance to succeed. 

We do not at al. expect that because of these Ottawa-Montreal meetings, with 
U.S. Congressmen and Canadian MP’s talking frankly, honestly and realistically 
about common problems that from here on Washington is going to do every- 
thing we would like it to do about our uranium or our oil or about other things 
which concern us. What we may expect, though, is that when such questions 
come before the Congress there will be quite a few there who will have a better 
understanding of Canada’s position. 

That, in itself, should be a considerable gain. 


O 





86TH CoNGREss HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Report 
1st Session No. 731 


CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 8159 


Juty 29, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Boturna, from the Committee on Rules, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. Res 332] 


The Committee on Rules, having had under consideration House 
Resolution 332, report the same to the House with the recommenda- 
tion that the resolution do pass. 
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86TH CONGRESS t HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES f Report 
1st Session i No. 732 


CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 8160 


Juty 29, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Detaney, from the Committee on Rules, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. Res. 333] 


The Committee on Rules, having had under consideration House 
Resolution 333, report the same to the House with the recommenda- 
tion that the resolution do pass. 
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86TH CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT 
Ist Session No. 733 


CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 8305 


Jury 29, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Mappewn, from the Committee on Rules, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. Res. 334] 


The Committee on Rules, having had under consideration House 
Resolution 334, report the same to the House with the recommenda- 
tion that the resolution do pass. 
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86TH CoNGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Report 
Ist Session No. 734 


DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1960 


Juty 29, 1959.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Focarry, from the committee of conference, 
submitted the following 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


(To accompany H.R. 6769; 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6769) 
making appropriations for the Departments of Labor, and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and related agencies, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1960, and for other purposes, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 23, 24, 
25, 35, 36, 39, 41, and 45. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 2, 3, 5, 10, 13, 15, 19, 20, 27, and 38 and agree 
to the same. 


Amendment numbered 11: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 11. and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $6,452,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 12: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 12, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $4,000,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 14: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 14, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $186 ,200,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 16: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 16, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $35,000,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 17: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 17, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $7,500,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 18: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 18, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $7,500,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 22, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $1,650,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 28: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 28, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $45,994,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 29: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 29, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $91,257,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 30: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 30, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $68,090,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 31: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 31, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $62,237,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 32: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 32, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $10,019,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 33: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 33, and agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $46,862,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 34: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 34, and agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $34,054,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 37: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 37, and agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $41,487,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


The committee of conference report in disagreement amendments 
numbered 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 21, 26, 40, 42, 43, and 44. 
JOHN E. Foaarry, 
WinrFigitp K. Denton, 
Metvin R. Larrp, 
JOHN TABER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Lister HI, 

Dennis CHAVEZ, 

Ricwarp B. Russet, 

JOHN STENNIS, 

JoHNn O. Pastors, 

Mike MonroNeEY, 

ALAN BIBLE, 

Rosert C, Byrp, 

Tuomas H. KucuHeEt, 

MarGaret CHASE SMITH. 

Roman L. Hruska, 

Gorpon ALLOTT, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 











STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE 
HOUSE 


The managers on the part of the House, at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H.R. 6769) making appropriations for the Departments of 
Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and for other purposes, submit 
the following statement in explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon and recommended in the accompanying conference report 
as to each of such amendments, namely: 


TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Bureau or Laspor STANDARDS 


Amendment No. 1—Salaries and expenses: Deletes language in- 
serted by the Senate to authorize the use of funds for payment of rent 
in the District of Columbia. 


Bureau oF LABsor STATISTICS 


Amendment No. 2—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $9,519,500 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $9,419,500 as proposed by the 
House. 


TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE 


GALLAUDET COLLEGE 


Amendment No. 3—Construction: Appropriates $325,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $300,000 as proposed by the House. 


Orricr or EpucATION 


Amendment No. 4—Promotion and further development of vocational 
education: Reported in disagreement. 

Amendment No. 5—Promotion and further development of vocational 
education: Provides that the apportionment to the States under 
section 3(a), (1), (2), (3), and (4) shall be computed on the basis of 
not to exceed $29,267,081 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$30,367,081 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 6—Grants for library services: Reported in disagree- 
ment. It was agreed that a motion will be made to restore the appro- 
priation of $6,000,000 proposed by the House and stricken by the 
Senate and to provide that the figure of $7,500,000 inserted by the 
Senate shall be used as the basis for making allotments to the States. 
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Amendment No. 7—Defense educational activities: Reported in dis- 
agreement. 

Amendment No. 8—Expansion of teaching in education of the mentally 
retarded: Reported in disagreement. 


OFFICE OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 


Amendment No. 9—Research and training: Reported in disagree- 
ment. It was agreed that a motion will be made to appropriate 
$12,700,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $12,500,000 as 
proposed by the House with a provision that the $200,000 added by 
the Senate for the project at the Army-Navy Hospital in Hot Springs, 
Ark., is the final appropriation for this purpose, 


Pusiic Heautta SERVICE 


Amendment No. 10: Provides that the Surgeon General may em- 
ploy consultants or individual scientists for limited periods of time at 
rates not to exceed $19,000 per annum as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $15,000 per annum as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 11—Control of tuberculosis: Appropriates $6,452,000 
instead of $5,452,000 as proposed by the House and $6,952,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 12—Control of tuberculosis: Provides that, of the 
total funds appropriated, $4,000,000 shall be available only for grants 
to States instead of $3,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$4,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 13—Sanitary engineering activities: Appropriates 
$15,640,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $14,590,000 as pro- 
posed by the House. From material which the Department submitted 
to the conferees concerning the effect of the House and Senate action, 
it was obvious that the Department has failed to make the adjust- 
ments necessary to carry out the desires of the House, as expressed 
in the House committee report, with regard to activities in connection 
with interstate shipment of milk, shellfish sanitation, and inspection 
of interstate carriers. ‘The conferees are agreed that the Department 
should consider the House report on this matter as being instructions. 

Amendments Nos. 14 through 20—Grants for hospital construction: 
Appropriate $186,200,000 instead of $143,700,000 as proposed by the 
House and $211,200,000 as proposed by the Senate, and provide for 
allocation of these funds as follows: for hospitals and related facilities 
pursuant to part C, $150,000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $121,500,000 as proposed by the House; for facilities pursuant to 
part G, $35,000,000 instead of $21,000,000 as proposed by the House 
and $60,000,000 as proposed by the Senate; for diagnostic or treatment 
centers, $7,500,000 instead of $6,500,000 as proposed by the House 
and $20,000,000 as proposed by the Senate; for hospitals for the 
chronically ill and impaired, $7,500,000 instead of $6,500,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and $20,000,000 as proposed by the Senate; for 
rehabilitation facilities, $10,000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $4,000,000 as proposed by the House; for nursing homes, $10,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $4,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 21—Grants for hospital construction: Reported in 
disagreement. 
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Amendment No. 22—Salaries and expenses, hospital construction 
services: Appropriates $1,650,000 instead of $1,604,000 as proposed 
by the House and $1,777,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 23—Hospitals and medical care: Restores provision 
of the House stricken by the Senate which provides that $2,167,000 
shall be available only for payments for medical care of dependents 
and retired personnel under the Dependents’ Medical Care Act. 

Amendment No. 24—Hospitals and medical care: Appropriates 
$45,600,000 as proposed by the House instead of $43,633,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 25—Hospitals and medical care: Provides 
$1,000,000 for payments to the Territory of Hawaii as proposed by 
the House instead of $1,200,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conferees are agreed that if the Federal Government should bear 100 
eas of the cost for care and treatment of persons afflicted with 
eprosy in Hawaii, then the Federal Government should administer 
the program directly. 

Amendment No. 26—Dependents’ medical care: Reported in dis- 
agreement. 

Amendment No. 27—Foreign quarantine activities: Appropriates 
$4,685,800 as proposed by the Senate instead of $4,460,000 as proposed 
by the House. 

Amendment No. 28—General research and services, National Insti- 
tutes of Health: Appropriates $45,994,000 instead of $36,404,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and $49,585,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 29—WNational Cancer Institute: Appropriates 
$91,257,000 instead of $83,308,000 as proposed by the House and 
$110,203,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 30—Mental health activities: Appropriates $68,- 
090,000 instead of $60,409,000 as proposed by the House and 
$79,986,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 31—WNational Heart Institute: Appropriates 
$62,237,000 instead of $52,744,000 as proposed by the House and 
$89,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 32—Dental health activities: Appropriates $10,019,- 
000 instead of $9,725,000 as proposed by the House and $10,164,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 33—Arthritis and metabolic disease activities: 
Appropriates $46,862,000 instead of $37,790,000 as proposed by the 
House and $51,200,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 34—Allergy «cn! infectious disease activities: 
Appropriates $34,054,000 instead of $30,286,000 as proposed by the 
House and $41,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 35—Allergy and infectious disease activities: 
Provides $150,000 for payment to the Gorgas Memorial Institute as 
proposed by the House instead of $200,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 36—Allergy and infectious disease activities: Deletes 
language inserted by the Senate to authorize the use of funds available 
to the Gorgas Memorial Laboratory for plans and specifications, 

Amendment No. 37—Neurology and blindness activities: Appro- 
priates $41,487,000 instead of $33,613,000 as proposed by the House 
and $48,966,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The appropriations for the National Institutes of Health were 
agreed upon with the distinct understanding of the managers on the 
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part of both the House and the Senate that there should be no reduc- 
tion in the high standards for determining the acceptability of research 
projects for financing from these appropriations. 

Amendment No. 38—Construction of animal quarters, Hamilton, 
Mont.: Appropriates $150,000 for the construction of quarters at the 
Rocky Mountain Laboratory, Hamilton, Mont., for small animals as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 39—Retired pay of commissioned officers: Deletes 
language proposed by the Senate to provide for an indefinite appropria- 
tion to make payments for medical care of dependents and retired 
personnel under the Dependents’ Medical Care Act. 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


Amendment No. 40—Salaries and expenses, Office of the General 
Counsel: Reported in disagreement. 

Amendment No. 41—General provisions: Limits the amount which 
may be paid to any recipient of a research project grant, for the 
indirect expenses in connection with such project, to 15 percent of 
ihe direct costs as proposed by the House instead of 25 percent of 
ithe direct costs as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 42 through 44—General provisicias: Reported in 
disagreement. 


TITLE VI—FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION 
SERVICE 


Amendment No. 45—Salaries and expenses: Appropriates $3,905,- 
400 as proposed by the House instead of $3,949,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

TITLE IX—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


The managers on the part of the House and the Senate are agreed 
that no funds are provided in the bill for the reorganization of regional 
offices or the realinement of regions. Since no funds were even 
budgeted for such purposes, the legislative intent is clear. 

JoHN E. Foaarry, 
Winrie_p K. Denton, 
ME LvIN R. Larrp, 
JoHN TABER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
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